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.f,thaf thew edugational opportumtues wnII bg fo
: fjever marred because -of where’ they live, =
oo There are many stéps on.the rqad to educa

}tnonal finance reform. Th‘ss ‘pamphlet discusses

| the inequities, deséribesithe steps that

5" altsrnativ

and sctncﬁ, we have warked towsrd the dema PR '"cc:mstructwe solutlgms. SR ,
' cn:ratu: goal of- public educ:at“bn free. of  racial R “There are ‘places.in the South where the’idea'
dlscnmmation for -all childrén in" the South e of reform in jts newer- meanings has taken-root

Msny stncjes ‘have been made fow'ard th_gs asyet-» T S” and where sngmfu:ant advaﬁces have Qaen][,_f
Tunreached - goal. Each advance towar O é\made Eut ‘for the most vart, the states of - the: -
SChIEVEFﬁEﬁt brmgs awareness of furthar stn%psi__” Ve “region-have-not adva‘ncad n*\ur.h from: the. early,

that need-'to be taken. ; = ./ : ey e ’formulas fD_‘I:mlted equallzmg “of expendltures -
This pamphlet analyzes ‘the proble of fi-v -, . .among school districts. .We hope that this. - -~
nancmg public education and urges that’ equity PR pamphlet can cantribute  to -understanding by -~
-~ in educational financing be .a major priority of- - - citizens, professional educators-and government:
state gavernments Eut equity  goes’ bezond R v_,fouslals ‘of the “issugs nvolved We seek. to 3
- merely. providing’ equal do‘lars pen pdpil; Jt.goes- ! .- stlr‘nulate new. thmht the states of the re- -
- beyond eradlcatmg the differences in. ‘educa- ~ - gion. Above a‘ll we hape that staté and.local
tlapal expendltureébased onthe propertywealtw o groups of “citizens will, organize around- the .
.-~ of.aschool district,.although.this_is a- :necessary . issues of schbol financé reform and seek con-_,
o -and, tremendously rmpartant pagt of school. fi-. ’ . crete changas in their own states. ‘
. nance reform. Equity requires that we be sensi<  ""%,."v, -The cost.of past neg]est interms of undevel-f ,
o ~ tive also to the dlffenng needs of c‘hnldren Some - NE 2 oped human potential. ha praveﬂ grgat indeed. .
'+ . of 'these may involvé" coat dlfferencérs ‘Urban .., "+ The value: of achievingfgreater equity in educa-. ',
educatlon for éxamplé in some‘places may cost |- " tional finance, we belibvé, ‘will be found in the .
_more than rural education, Vocational may\pe ... '~ tives of our-children and the kmd of sr::c::ety we i
»* 7 - more expensive:than general education. Making Lot .make for Qurselves ‘
. ."up for current and - past han‘ﬂlcsps— entai ‘ Ta o R co A
N educstlanal physical—may reqmre highér than -~ -~ - . . - GEORGEESSER -
M normal expendltures , o R e T r“"’ o - Executive Director . L
! _A humane society can see the need for gwmg‘_. T
c;hlldren their fullest educatlaﬂal opportunity. "~ ;- " - - . "HARRYBOWIE ~ "¢« -
x “"Such a society can’ recognize the inherent- un- .7 de o+ Associate Director .
fa;rnass ;n_,saymg to chlldren in a. pm;r districts © -, 0T 0 Mo o e
.’i ® " % V T . 7' A : : ;
s . i‘ : H A . P * : ’!
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. Parems Iwmg in the Edgewood ﬂélghbcrhccdt ;
'of .San” "Antorfo, Texas, have no- choice but to - .

send thenr t:hlldren to the. poorést pubhc school i ‘

T syStem in the area Local schagl money 15 ralsedi‘

. .however, gives’ all the advantages to the chlldren

1 of Alamo Heights. Alamo Helghts residents. raise:

"*Edgawood c!tlzens c:are deaply ab@ut edusa- o
~tion, and are willing to_pay high taxes for it; cxn_’ v

'l EVEFY $1,000 worth. of property they own they . .
+ pay'$10:50. Alamo Helights citizens pay less thap- -
“that: $8.50 per $1,000 of property. The result,”

"$333 'per student from.the property tax . (ahove -

‘theeir - contribution tc} and returned share of the

“state- fundmg plan) while 'Edgewood: remdents;

ralse omy $EE per student.

“That situation seems unfair to Edgewc@d pars. .-

— ents _and- ‘taxpayers,. Several _years. -ago.-a.cou-
v ragecus man named Hodrlguez tiled suit against
state’ and county educatien c:fflmals charging

Ly Got{r‘t demdad ta IEEVE demsnons abcut change
T to the state- Iaglslature, : RN

, Cyet t:grne to a palmcal agreemr
»able change. © ‘

/ Officials and Ieglgﬂators m Texas breathed E
5|gh of relief, Théy ‘are mc:stly in agreément that
the situation. needs umprovmg.z_but,they&have not
it "about agc;ept= .

In other states around th‘é country, WIth and

"wuthout court cases, school fmanca Is aarge :
:polmcal issue. The case for reform is clear but ]
P t’he chdlce of remedy is stlll u‘ndeclded

Thls pamphlet is des:gned to give c:ltizens ”

~ someé of the information'they need to bring about '~ '
-c;haﬁge It first describes the presam systems of* . -
.raising. and' sﬂendmg school’ rnoriey, W|th specnal T

emphasis .on the South, It then gwea the. facts.

about how unequal suc;h systems now are iﬁ C

that his chlldren and-other: children,in Edgewood v
-were being denied a furidémemal rightto equal

nal Qppfortumty "The - federal district’ ~

.,j ‘courtfa, réed with Rodriguez, and the other par-..
~ents wha joined*him. In March, 197’3 the United -
/ Statés Supreme Court dlsag[eed A narrow mas

if.uionty of the justices said the sys!em was doubt=
less unfalr—but it was not uncaﬁshtuuaﬁaL The -
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alternatwes Fmally, there |s : _
mg reforgns going on all over/the’ country, gain. ‘. '
al attention to Southern ststes o

_7|ty is possnblé Gltlzeﬁs ‘and parents |n eyery
_ - state need to Ioc:l-t at the: inéduities, an then -
“wark: to pdeUca a falrér system of eﬁucgtmnal
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' anzenry m‘the paw . af popular. eduealum Itwas a failh
o widely - sha;ed by the generation that founded the republic
LT and-it has been an essanﬁal"arhela cf American helief ever -
.. since.. /. Education has been . .. America's instrument - _
.- of socia prngrasg ‘and reform, and ll has ecommanded su:h e .
“Wwidespread . papular support that -D. W.- Bragan Was. Once - ST S Y
*rm:wed to refer to the public schnﬁl as Amenea s ‘farmally ' '
' unestabhshed national church’.”. =
Lawrence Cremin = = .7 "
) ) : " The Génlus Qf American Educatmn
X .- e x T ! Do A : . ]
S noom ducallan ls perhaps the most lrnpi:rtant funciinn of siate
v o gnd local, guvernmenl ...'% it is doubtful that any child
‘ T < / may reasonably b, expee.led to succeed in lifeif he is demed ,
”g’f’f—'f;—"f'ﬂ‘——'—ﬂ'—f-—f_i%—'f——f—ﬁﬁ—r/ -the-: nppar[umty of* EdUEEﬁEh ey , —— .
R _ S, & . Brown v. Baard of Educgliﬁn ) R o
S B " .United States Supreme Court, 1954 =

i)’}
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, well as dollars

F‘ubllc school\s beggn to spread m Arﬂeru:a

' eaﬂy in ‘the nineteenth century, but even then

the argumem went on for -decades: should -
. citizens-who have no chlldren—rrr;:mblic schools
‘be required to pay. taxes. to suppart education?

early advocates that finally c.ﬂnvmced the Ameri-
-can.peo Ele They described a comman school,
open to all, which would be the agent of national
development along democraﬁ: Imes produc:mg
so;nal harmony and equal opportumty, and -in
time ellﬁ"llﬁa;{ﬁg poverty altégetheraTo this-end;
control would be placed in the: hands of the .
people, throygh school: boards and state legis-
latures rathér.than in the hands of professlonals

' There was a strang belief .that ccmtnjl should-
- not go to the *‘politicians’’; thus, pOWer went to
mdependent school districts rather than govern- :

§

ments such as cities and counties. \
It was not easy to establlsh a universal' publlc

- .system; Southern states were last to accept the,

“It-was=the-vision- of- Horace Msnn and-other-=-=-

" "idea and even then it took pnvate ‘philantfrophy
“to' include black people-even partially .in the -
" - system. But our public education has by, now

become remarkably inclusive. It is a vast enter-
prise whn:h employs five million people and .
spends nearly $50 billion a year. Schools are -
-one of the major public institutions in American
Jife, consuming sugmfu:ant polltlcal energy as

alWayé bean' fhat“publi‘c"sch'ools would produce.

a”more- just and. equal ‘society based on indi-

vldual merit. There have,always been other goals
—for example, the need. for a literate, informed

=.'c?ti§enry to make democracy possible. But the
. goal of individual improvement and advance-

f@r_:this huge investnf\em has :

*

ment through education has been :a strong . ¢

article of faith. Suc¢eeding generations of Amer-
- ican parents believed ever more strongly that -

schoollng was the key to mobility and SUCCesS

for their children.
The national goal of equal educatlonal oppore

, 'tunny arﬁses from' this fundamental faith in the

c

i

#

.
. l..
i

: value of publu: edu&atgqn In‘the last few years '
. however, we have been. challenged to questton .

whether. our ‘original faith in the social benef:ts .

.- of education has been mléplaced , ‘
- Waves of crltlclsm of course;, wash over pub-
~lic: educahon in- every géneratlcn “But: Iately the:
schools are bemg rogked by.a whole series.of .
aftacks whmh seem-to. undermine - further.at;
tempts to equahze edugatloqal resources fot all .-

children, - - L,

Perhaps most astomshing is thé praposnion_ e
from some zsomal scientists that tha quality of " .
education itself does not dil’ECtly influence life.
A'opportumty or income distribution, Those who
""believed that more and better schoolmg ‘would.
_insure mobllny and EEODGITIIC success.{(and who

perhaps thought that this was the primary justifi-
CatIOD for publlc education) have- been shaken

. by a number of recent publicatigns .
~ The most. publicized is a book written in 1972
. by Chrlstopher Jencks and others at ‘Harvard
“University called Ing gual ty:"A Reassessment of —

‘the Effect of Famlly and . School in ‘America.

.Ushg a wide range of research material, Jencks .

'found no visible connection between the’ qualny
_+of schooling ‘and -future economic success, a

~ finding that Eould just as well be taken as
grger society’s acceptance of
mediocre educatipn as it could criticism of the

criticism - of the |

economic utility ¢f education. Jencks stated that

the quantity of schooling certainly seems to.

determine credentials, and, therefore, access to
jobs; he.concluded that the ability .to last long

in school seems to. be related both to socio-
- economi¢ background and'to a cultural commit-
- ment to do so. But the quality of-éducation, ac-

. cording to Jencks, dogs not seem to be a vital
- factor. He suggests that the opportunity to get:
—equal schooling does little to equalize incomes
-',__'in society as a whole, or to produce equal life .= :
‘chances.. The goal. of .social . mobility. through.... ... ...

" education, argues Jencks, may be a.myth,

. The impact of this kind of research depends

-on whether -one . accepts the assumption that

a



'1.

,'&.

-+ who seem to beneflt from school —

thé héhe of mobmty tthQh sc:heolmg_ :
-be"an ‘illusion in large statistlcai terms;: lt
lllusmﬁ" that works for many mdwlduals‘

cmg as there .are §0 many exaanlgs of people
-in’breakin

through race-and- class barrlers oﬁ for that: mat-,
ter, in malntammg them—our educatlonal bahefs
" will not change. - -

‘We should-not cwerlook the fact that mQOme
redlstnbutu‘:n is not’ necessarny the- prlmeﬁ*aim
c:f educatlon It wculd be héalth f

ba nurtured thers, ancf_ S,,ecause a chance for. .

f"per pupil eac:h?yeal‘ and ﬁobbdybféiéndé
the-zlack of- rmoney. lS unimportant to quallt'y;"

ity of educ:-atio i clearly relate*
' funds It may'v

or example, -

: ?"ghildren s educatlon

eIl be true that, be ’hd'é
] tthe lmprovement of

i

,,that p nt it |s cruel tQ suggest

o '_’mo ey does not. rﬁatter F‘éw parentsj,n wea Fy_: h
,;.msuburbs are gcnng to. take sencusiy the notion
. oo that? they ,‘?a'? glve up. thalr h;gher Iavels of_’f_

- Nor shouid we get trapped in the ncmon that(

|'so msngnlflcaﬁ to educational quality, it is

Q

ERIC

L R

‘| *have no Tegal obligdtion to argue in supportof

learning SkI”S should be freely avaulable to sll

"; . - 1 I

”lt |s dlffn:ult to beheva that |f the chlldren of
Texas had a free choice, they would choose to’
be educated in.districts with fewer resources,
and hence with. more antiquated plants, less
experienced teachers, and a less diversified
curriculum: in fact, if financing variations are

difficu)t to understand why a numbﬁf of our
countrys wealthlﬁt school districts, who

-the' constitutionality of the, Texas litigation,
have nevertheless zealously pursued |t5 cabse
before thls Court.” : :

sJdustice Thurgood Marshall
U. S:Supreme Court’.

-'of human factors mvolved in educatmn is
'murky fueld of- research at.best. It would be foo

Dissent, San Antonio v, Radr uez | - : e
) ng 1 lssues, ‘but SOCial sclentists ‘with limited tools .. _

March 1973

lThera is, ln fact cagidﬂrabla avidence atmsslr\g thu aconomic

value of sducation, )
In” human capital” many .economists ‘have ussd a strict co i
analysis to emphasize the.impettance -and value of educa For
lufthar  discuasion -of this perspective, 3ea:” Exiernal Benefils of

- Public Edugatlon: An Economlic Analysis, Welsbrod, 1964; Ediucallon
. and Poverly, Ribjeh, 1968;: Iavestment In Human ﬁlglm Sehultz 1971;
. The Economic Valuﬁ al Edu:allan, Schultz, lees, | 7

Vlewing Investmant In education az {' investment . . .
t t-benafit "

“educators can never change. There “is amma_;,ﬂ, ~

evidence- that- speclfu:. ‘school - prggrams can:- -t

‘work for low-income. ‘children even when farm-' ,
- lies and environment are’ dlsadvantaged * Even . -
“though - some statistical -studies may indicatet ™
" that money has- not- always been wisely appliad C
" this, obviously, does not have to be the case. }- '

- It should-also be noted that much of+the data .
used in social sciénce to' determine-“achieve-- -
ment’’, and the relationship of money to results, -

are -based on aGhIEVEMEﬂt test 'scores. .« This -
measuring tool is clearly su5pect the mterplay o

ish nat to support helpful research into all these"

::annc:t produce all our answérs or commitments, -
The question of whether mefe mondy really ' .
Iaads to bettéf ‘educationris Eurrounded by

it B 8 s ey 2 e

G . gmas S El al; l of Educational Qpparluﬁlw Waahs e
ingten, 0. C. Sg Govarnmant Prlnting Office, 1966, S :

: 3§uch research ls ‘gontindally :staioguad al the EHIC Center for the

Edu;gllan of thu Disadvantaged, Cﬂlumbla Univarsity, Néw Yark.
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of that stupeﬁdous nse in échoul expense'
s due to_the fact that' we are trying to educate
. more children (both a ISrger prulatloﬁ and a

arger.. percen

:dsngerous |r4dulgencei

7 Such crm ]

educatlon is both: more’ effectlve and enjayable

" insome_of the,§mall demonstratlon experiments, -

. and such, gxperimeéntation should continue for:
. its Iearmﬁ,g value. But.to deprlve the large num- -
“ bers of Jow-and middle“income children-in. this.
" coyntry. of public .education in favor uf sophisti- -

cated alternatlves thIC‘.h wauld draln Eway of-

7 ,'='benef|ts bunldmg cDﬁstruchon S TE . ]
_ . -Many taxpayers are fiot ccnvln\:ed that such -
- increases have.produced mur:.h wnprovernent in’

“educatioh, and although it is likely that there, . =
“are-sqme” whc: ‘would be willing :to bgar Iarger» S

- tax- loads ‘ifthey could see.dramatic |rnprove-

-

~———-8erious- predictuaﬁs ‘about: the-next- decade, _
indicate that.costs may et keep going up at -

' 'efflcnency and better school management x:ould

. ment, the sad truth is that'many more are’ slmplyv-"
- concerned about the growing size of - the ‘total

. langer) but,‘'more important-causes are hlgher_f
 costs. of lnsﬁ‘uctlonal ‘materials, -salaries, frmge

education. bill and its effect.on their. taxes This~

school tax mcreas‘es in-recent years.

sttltude—especlally ewdent outside’ the SQuth’_
i where r:osts aré already high~can, be seen in:
the: reléc:tmn ,by "voters of school bands or.

such a steep rate. Inflation, of course, will doubt- -

less be a devastating problem for some time-to
come. But enrollments should .do*down due to

the decline in population growth.. Tea8her short-

past. One can even -hope that new attention to

' appear Many proposals to make schools more

_equal involve raising the total financial mvest-’”

" ment. Dppasmon to such proposals t:sn g ex

pec;ted frarn ‘many and varying quarters

T #*

i vcome a way of- hfe for. many. school djstricts.”

2n recent years the grc)wmg scope and nsmg
costs. ok edutation. have so -overburdened '
local revenues that financial crisis has be-

" President Richard M. Nixon

January, 1969

[ : T -

But even so, the s:ost controvarsy wnl not. dIS-‘

State of the Union Message |

‘ages, moreover, are pretty much a thing of*the

- rlgh—aurcammltment should be-dlrectéﬂr téward
quallzmg and m“iprovmg the preseri‘t systerﬂ

‘egually-available to all children,

- :
.)‘;,;‘.,‘ \

-but. i n :
There iS no doubt that.

fundamental and’ as unnversal{@as educatl n
‘demand justification, not Because they icause’
educational. harm, -but rather because they

laration ‘that the
resources as. are.the rh:h U e

Kirp and Yudof-
Yale. Beview of La\'y and Snclal Aclmn

“Iﬁequmes in- the - prowsucn of- a ser\nce ’5 s

_represent a continuing political insult, a deg-. -
poor_are not entitled to-as |
much of the larger cammumtys educ:atnonali :

In- shoft,,equanzing school finanée. will not '

fguarantée sacial or economic équahty But a

commitment to equal educational opportumty 15 '
.a key plece ina Iarga puzzlé

The queslmn ﬁf equalizmg publu: schnal re-

sources is a moral and pammal issug as much

as an educational one.-The goal is justice in the

Wlnter1971 S _ G P

L

dnstributmn of educatmnal funds in a. cuunlry

that strives to be a democracy. As long as there' *
" _is 4 large and important public education institu: -

tion;; its benefits, however imperfect, shoyld'b

We do not need to prove that wnhhaldmg ;ub-
IN: funds fram a graup af chlldren changes lheir :

“.by all classes ‘of sludents tc: srgue far mare -

eqmlable funding. - AN



e &

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Chapter P
 Equityand Eq‘uéliiV:-Séméf Dfm’u

. wuth that argumem |s thst a dollar t@ dlfferant
1 thmgs indifferent, plaées Anptherftr le is, that S

dlfferent chlldrEQ need ﬂlffereﬁt resourcés lf

; ./denc:rnmaitt:r R B AT , dlstmctidoes, |t Gught 1o’ have'more rnoney"tc:
- Actually, fmanclal equuty means sqmethmgi LT get ”equal”'—le to buy more buses: Ij a sc'hool ",_;{_';
‘qmte ‘different, ‘It begms with the idea that the : _district. has many more. Ilngual chlldren Hving ’

" accident of birth/into a property -rich schgal dks; . ~in- it who ‘heed. 'mb
 trict should not entitle .a- cfnld ‘to more- gducaf N should have m@re mo
- tional resources and thus. an advantage unre-x -
lated: to” his bnhtles This 'is the concept of a La ch|ld is. cheaper-

] wealth free or “fiscally -neutral” school-sys- ‘' - that shéuid be taken
S tem, It s the*mlmmum ‘standard’ of equity. =" -
Beycnd that fuﬁdamental notlon lie - hlgher .ok PGWEE EuUAL,z,NG é- o _ ,e's'
4 standards of equity, ‘boncgrned V}:'th making . . Thig-definition is based oi'the present SYétem S
R qual resouregs available to each child, or com- of letting. local jUﬂSd|EﬂOI’jS decide how much - -
o pensatory EdUGatIOﬁ to those 'who need it, or™ ~ education they are willing to pay {6 above™a . " ..
“more money 10.schools in high-cost areas. .~ =+ . - “minimum guaranteed level. Under this arrange-
it _A_key point.to_understand_bere is the diffef- .~ t;-school funds-would-be equal-amongsdis- -~
an:e between inputs in education and- the nut-r_! L tnc@s which. voted Equal tax rates. The money e
comes of education.- Iﬁputs are simply- ‘the things. C recewed by one district ‘would be no more- or -
that a child brings W|th him in: the ﬁrst placé : '53 thar others at dny given rate of tax effort.s V‘.!'
_(family background, social envifonment, expe- Ti: échue@e thig, the state o¥ federal government '
riences) blus the thmgs\that Are made available 8 wauld have to give funds to the poorer distrigts

‘to the child for. le‘armnﬁ ‘purposes (teanhers;'
 classrooms, - curticulum, - equipmenty - . trips, .
_* bodks). The outcomes ére thé'résults, USu‘aIIy N
".measured - by :such - tanélbl‘e mstruments as :

fcannot raise. the established amount:of .

y rn for'a given tax effort, and take away (re- " . .
2 ture) money - fiom the richer districts whu:: g
/fatdg more than the established amount of.

~achievement test scares or; fu’ture ncame but. . ) !"gﬁr? Afor the same tax effort Eut the : adulf X-
© “sometimes also thougtit of in terms of opportun- . . % pagers in- each district could. choose (by fhe T
z . ity or trammg ar happmesz aath sides of the o ‘Alocal 'tax rate)” & lower or higher- |evel gf i'a- “‘*"ﬁ
;mput autcome equatlon can bé con5|dered in ..\ '.fsourges én thls equallzed scale* 1’ R
desngmng a more equftable system ‘There are . [ j » S h '\ _' o
. several possible approachés, all of which would .\ ¢ 'EQAL OFFERING -~ CL R R
r’nee{ the minimum test of. “flsgal neutramy © " This definition concentrates on. thé resaurcesf‘w : S
' ‘avanable to each chuld takmg accgum f dif- - '
ALTEHNATWE DEFIMTIQNS OF AN BN ferent prices (such- as. betwaen cities an@rural RS
T, EGUITABLE FINANCE SYSTEM “1 . ] N areas) ar\ﬂ of! dnfferent km‘d% of needs (such as. -
'+ ONE SGHQLAH -ONE 'DOLLAR: EQUAL DOLLARS .~ "« i ¢ iequrpm it-for handicapped:children). The idea -~ *-
Some péople think that a simple dallar equnty o \\\ js'that the: startmg point-should b‘eeq;utable for
would. be firie; every school.and every- s,chool '*éach ichild. It should ‘not be a function of the . :
‘»dlstruc; should have exactly thé saﬁne Emount o weakth r.:f ‘the Ioc:al d;stnct hor of the moods or

T
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aepnratuona of the local taxpayere nor af the”
vagaries of a local economy. .
ACHIEVEMENT EQUALIZING

This more ambitious idea eaya that we should

aet levels of readlng, computing, and, other- ‘
"general knowledge and see to it that each child-.

comes’ up-to that standard before our school
obligation is ended. We should spend on each
child whatever it takes to reach a certaip out-

‘come. While this. sounds like an .extravagant .

goal, spme ate,p_af are now being taken" toward

it; the dratnbutlen of .compensatory education
- money. to . disadvantaged children mgans that
more resources are gwen o’ children who bring T
less with them to school. Also, some’ states, for

example, California, are beginning to "accept

:aehievernentaatandarﬂa as a public obligation.

WHERE EQUITY CAN BE MEASURED
Whatever: standard of equuty is.chosen can be

applied in’ different placea within our national
education system. This pamphlet ig chiefly con- .

cerned with equity among school districts within
edch state, but there are.three levels of school
finance equalizing .which require. attention:

equity.Among schools, equity among dlatncta.‘

- and equity among states.

&

Q
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. EQUITY AMONG aenoa;a Ve :
‘The idea. that resources within each school ..
district should be fairly distributed among indi- ..~
idual schools first arose durTng the early strug=

gles for desegregation, when it was obvious that

‘schools ‘which black children attended in the
dual school system .in the South were being
7 schools which white -
_children attended. This provided one additional

cheated in favor-of the

renaen for mixing the children: part of the theory

was that with desegregation the white parents
would add their support to see to it that all
schools had more adnquate ‘resourcos.” This
sometimes happened, in fact, although in both

Nar!h“_and South numerous examples still oxist )

schools attended by mlnnnty ahndren which
hnve fewer resources.

However, racial des égrngation even “where'*
accomplished, did not change the problam of
cconomic class divisions, Es pecually in large
cities, some neighborhoods frequnnﬂy continuo

_’io nave middle-class black and white childron
and low-

attending schools with more resources
incomo studonts nunmhnq schools with fewer
TSOUNGHs, :

Somao ¢ (.hnnl boards Hmuqht that Titlo I L)f tho
Elomontary aind Secondary Educatlon Act of
1965 (whlnh providos Federal componsatory

aducation funds) would solve tho problom of
parity. Thoy thaught that they could simply uso

—_

: ;‘aomparabm% requirement.

.

in 'Iawei_neame'ineighbnrhéoda up to the level of
' thoee' in “upper-and middie-income -neighbor- -

hoode This is actually illegal.’ Federal legisla-
tion requires that children in each school re-
ceive equal amounts of state and local resources
first, and then get-a apemal aupplement of
federal money because of their extra disad-
vantages. ‘This legal provision is Rnown as.the

-This very fundamental reform. equaltzlng the™

spending of money among’ the schools in a given

- distriet before using federal’ money, is proving

auite difficult to achieves .Some.of the difficulty

Caet .-is due tp problems of measurement how are

-

résources to be. cnmpared‘? Part of the' answer
may be fo *treat school apendmg in basic cate-
gonea no eehnnl‘rnay have all the: expenenced

‘teachers, ‘while others have all the first year -

teachers; no elernentary aehool may have sig-
- nificantly marg_;extbgoka or library boake per
pup:l than others.

~.One of the chief difficulties jn meettng com-

parability requirements yp to now “has been the'

~ difficulty’ in getting information. Schools have
‘operated for years without any clear data on

what is epent in each one. But beginning in 1973,

Title | requires that such |nfarrnat|on be re-
poﬂed for each school. .

A number of - lawsuits baaed on’ mlauae of s

Title | funds have recently been filed, ‘and the

first successful landmark aomparablhty decision

-.was in a small district in New Mexico. A round

of new legal cases, within individual’school dis-

tricts, is expected over the next few years.
QUITY AMONG DISTRICTS

Even if the schools in each: dlatrn:t were'

spending money - equitably among afl -the chil-

dren, thé problems of the poor school district
and the high-cost school district would remain.
School -systems .in the same state are able to

‘spend vastly different amounts of money on their

children, depending .on their resources and.
costs. These money differences result in great
differences of -real resources: books, supplies,
curricular offerings, teacher salaries.

Over the past few years, alot of attention has
heen given to the possibility that these differ-
ences hotween districts are unconstitutional.

‘Considerable attention has also been diroected to-
loglslative and administrative remedios for those

disparitios.

&

-EQUITY AMONG STATES,

If oventually states should roform school sup-
port within their own borders so that rich and

. poor schools and districts have an cqual clalm

on .oducation funds, we would still bo left with
tho problom of rich statos and poor states. This
mattor is of particular”importanco to Southarn



= LT 5 -

states, which have the lowest income ‘averages

of any region. School spending. in some South-

ern states ranges around $470 a student, while
other states can average up to $1,000. Even
though they may tax. themsglves as rigorously
as other states, poorer states cannot Support
education as generously

A few people believe that the way tc: equallze

spending among states. would: be to make’

. education a federal function. Others have begun
to work olit ways of “compensatory funding” to
poorer states which ‘would not make such a
drastic change in the basic system.! While the
p@ssmmty of rncwmg to true national equity
seems to lie well off in the future and is.beyond

‘the scope of this pamphilet, it is, nevertheless, a - ’

) Ioglc:al extensiorf of equity arguments.
' SETTING A GOAL

Equal;la'lars is a totally madequste ccncept v

and tax .effort equalizing leaves too much

latitude in the hands of local taxpayers to decide” -
the fate of. c:hi'ldren ‘What about a retirement .

'nc interest in quahty gducatu@n’? Should we.

~ allow them to downgrade the offering for the
children of that district? What about the com-
munities (and there are still many of them) wHere

school board members send their children to

‘privaté sehools and seek only to have the most

14

1inimal’ public school system with the lowest
mssible taxes? A .flexible scale (unless it has

a 'very high mlmmum guarantee) denies the’
- rights of children even when it is not based on

wealth. -
But. the more arﬁbltlous plan of mvestmg in

. high achxevement standards for all children de-
. serves contmumg consideration. Parents and
publn: offu:lals rmght well begm to ask educatorsi '

that wculd_ rn_akg E?u,t:h a plan posslbl_e, And they
should certainly build into state support plans
some experlmemal programs mcvmg in this di-

.rection.

- Our bias in thls pamphlet is in fave:sr of a true~

* equal offering standard as a goal for school, fi- -

nance reforms over the next few years. That is,

' thé educational réseun‘:es avaliabie to each child’

need ﬁifferences. e
¥ L . : ) ) i

]n summary, the basic iacus of this pa ,'phlet :
is how to assure that each school distridt%n a' -

state provides an equal edycational -offering to
each child, i.e., equal resources after takimg

account of differing costs and Individual needs.

=

‘Tiﬁu l of the Elamantary and
already demonstrates this idea In a small way. The formula for dis-

tributing the funds gives extra benelit to states whose educatlon

spending is below the natlonal average. Othar new proposals -for
faderal ald to poorer stotes are discussed in Chapler VI

4 d

Secondary Egducatlon Aet of 1965 '
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Chapte m .
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“How The Educataon‘Fmance System Works o

Befgre r;:onsndermg how to get more eqmty in
educational “finance, the way the system as a
whole works must be understood., Also, differ-
ences from state to state need to be explained
so that local people can plan their own stratei
.gies for the changes they want. L

First of all, .two issues must be separated
Public 'schools in every state‘are paid for by a

[T

combination of taxes imposed on the public: a. -
money raising system. Each state then has an -

. entirely distinct system of money spending on
- schools. Both parts of the system rieed to be re- -

formed for more fairness and equity,” but each

part must be studied separately.”-
Secand

it'should be remembered that there
& are considerable dlfferences among state sys-

“tems. Each divides ils dnstrn:ts differently;.each -

has its own way of fmsnc:mg schools; each has
a degree of wealth or poverty and a degree of
“urbanization ‘and mdustnahzatlon ‘which makes

a difference; each has -an administration more -

or less involved in the political processes of the
particular state, The common: schools have Iess
in common than we tend to think. e

This chapter will first describe the administra-
live arrangements for governing schools in
Southern states,
money, and then the systems for spendmg
monay.» : : *

GGVERP&AHGE AND ADMINISTRATION

* Responsibility for providing . public schools

rests most directly with state governmants in this

country,
- In order to carry out their m'%pOl‘ISIbIMIES in

" aducation, states have created schoof districts.

Ganerally, oither an elacted or appointad school
board has the governing power for education
and providos for the administration of the school

systeam. However, in many areas, tho actual rals-
ing of monoy for school purposos is tho ro-
sponsibllity of u local unit of governmont such
as o city or county. Novortholoss, becauso
school boards have great value in the Amaorican

then the systems for raising .

TP

. mml!n!)la aschool. Hnanchig.

. education system and because they"are local,

many people speak of “local control” in educa-
tion as if it were an absolute rlght occupying a
sanctified position. However, the issue of local
control is much misunderstood. State boards of
education and legislatures exercise imporiant

educational powérs. Indeed, legislatures create:

local school districts which: they can abollsh

" re-create, or t;haﬁge s%fany time. . .
And there  are - other powers- which states .

generally exercise regarding education:
« States set the geographic boundaries of
school "districts, .and determine how

-school boards are-to be appomted or

.. elected.

T . _Many Southern states set Ilrmts on the
for educatlcm. and maﬁy rec;uure Imcaln-
ties to raise “‘matching” sums of money
toward the state finance program before
they can raise “supplementary’” money to

spend on programs of their own choice. -

« State legislatures set priorities in their
additional programs of categorical aid:
they fund various combinations of voga-
tional education, special -

- driver. education, nutrition, etc.

_ States set salary scales for teachers, and
cartification requirements which deter-
“mine the training of peopla that, local
districis can hire.

= States frequently determine th*’;!pproved

list of textbooks which schools may buy.

« Stales establish the number of days, and
somatimes the hours, of schooling:

. But in addition to the powers-which the states

hold onto, there aro furthor limitations on local

boards, For examplo, courts havo oxorcised °

powar undor tho U. S. Constitution to limjt ac-

Many people, Ineluding newspapar writers, fall to maka the distlnes
* tion, ilum A feadling ﬂ'r\nmluiiln\j A F8cidil

salif HProporty Tas Uphald,” The valldity ol the praporly tan {a
monay-rafalng achaemm) was pol an lasts §n the casn, Whal wan 1o
b doclidod wan whiather a alale could ba agulied Do providae

“priporty wealth among Ha districts with of without propaity inxes.
¥

education, -

fagrinme Gourt declslon -

lakliig inftu account ther disparitles v,



tions of school boards which deny racial equality
or-the beere rights of students -or teachers: In
addition,
and the requrremente of college entrance tests
often define the-subjetts which must be taught

- in hlgh schools. A more recent restriction comes -

the eeaderme standards of colleges”

frorn the organization of school employees into
unions which affect the ‘budget options of

. school boards,
Another basic kind of eohtrol is denied to dis-

tricts with low property value; they are too poor

to have any choice about.the school funde that.

can be made available.

“Thus it is clear that what is eommenly called
“local control” is,
LDceI dletnete can arrange referehdume for

’deerde whether to provrde eehool buses,. g.roup

ehd wrthm bounde euepend etudente They can

heavrly mfluenee the quality, tone and spirit. Qf
ornunity. .

F‘erhepe the mostEritical aspect of local con- :

tro! llee in the mtengrble area of Ieederemp Ir\

thre eholee is probably the emgle moet im=

in fact, a shared control.-

»

portant act of a school board. The pee]eibjiity-ef {

_responsiveness and openness to local’
parent wishes is the unique virtue of the Ameri-
can school system, and is a continuing responsi-
bility- of both the local superintendent and the
local schoo! board. }

- HOW THE MONEY IS RAISED
: School districts typically get money from
three levels of government federal, etete and
locel

three sources differs greatly from state to state.

deas and

" The division of the school bill emong these

s
They can hrre end frre pereonne! wrthln Irmlte Lo
They can provide (or Hot provide) lots of extras:
‘sporis, clubs, band -uniforms, art supplies, trips."
They can transfer students to different schools,

Lo

Nationally, local governments pay about half the

bill, but averages don't tell the whaole story.

Compared to the rest of the country, Southern ,

and re-

states make fairly high comributions, ;
federal

ceive particularly larger amounts of
money.

LOCAL TAXES ' ‘ _
‘- The local sharo of school money is usually
paid by taxos on property within cach school

rjietrieti" Controversy over properly tixes has

heated up in recent yoars, s lpcalitios havo-to
. koap raising tho ratos to covor increasing school
costs. It Is probably the loast popular of all taxos.

Actually, Southornors pay less in propofly
taxos than do citizons in othor parts of tho

¥
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" State

‘usual- political decision in the region is-to keep '~

" than in
: einglef mlly homee are: velued far below the
Some Southern

*In Loulslana and Tenntases, substsnllal amounts ars ealasd feom
. counly-wlde snlaa taxes and from savarance taxes. A suveranca 14

AN TAELE A,
Soureee of Revenue For

F’ubhe Seheele ‘Southern States, 1870- 71
F‘ereentege of F{evehue Receipts -

Federal _State Local & C)ther
Alebame ' - .189 ¢ 605 208
Arkaneee . 18.5 ;442 - 373
Florida® 10.6- . 55.0 34.1
Georgia -10.9. 547 - 344
‘Louisiana 143 . ., B6.2" 29,5 .
- Migsissippi 281 478 242
North Carolina 150 . 662 .. .18.8
‘South Carolina - 17.7 7. 56.3 26.0-
Tennessee _ 14.6 44.5 409 .
Texas - 9.1. 479 43.0,
AVrr nia 10.5 - 338, 55.8
.50 States & v

Qletrletef Lo o ‘
Columbia . 7.2 40.0 52.8

’ Source: Hehenel Eﬂueauen Assotiation, Estlmnte; of Schoal Slali;tle;

1371 =72

' eeuntry Thre is’ pertly beeauee state govern-
rnente and ‘federal programs, pay more of the

Sotth’s education bill; it is partly because the
South. jUSt spends less money on schools. The

property taxes |ow. All property tends to . be

valued at less than market value, but the level .

of assessment, by law or practice, will vary for

v rural land, industrial property, neture‘ resources;

and in some localities for commercial prﬁperty'

In’the South, property is frequemly assessed at- .

values even lower .than the national practice;
agricult fal farm. land is valued ‘at a lower rate,
7the plains states,- for exer_hp!e and

states velee provrde gehere! homeeteed exemp-

tions, fend it-is the tax on houeee thet usuaily -
. eeueee the greeteet resistance.
F‘r, pertyg texetlen eeuld be greetly lmpreved .

whe would he Ieee vulnereble to Ideel preesu‘ree

than untraiped, elected officials. Consistent and, " -
' proper assessment standards could be enforced . -
. to iron out the huge verietione whieh now meke, Fon
" the. system unfair. '

e

=

laws that give rolief to E'dérly peapre with fixed <

incomes, or to

of valuable timber, oil, and coal lands,
as- corporate agricultural land, could bo cor

reeted Many states already praetlee one or:
- moro of thaso improvamants, .t

In short, the local share of-the school bill l
pald through proporty taxes, which are not s
s shargod to thoss taking natural resourses outl of the ground, am

Is often uaad |n places rich In oll and natural gas m mlm Ir;cc
hmyu !

both renters ‘and -low-income: .
home owners, The scandalous underassessment:
as well:

&
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o value on which taxes are based. If a district

i
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s - -

heavy in the: South, bt aré'greaiiy ‘in need of *

reform, and which inevitably produce an‘uneven

~ and usually madequate ‘base of funds for educa-

tion. - : _ ! ‘ .

A

Local Effort means the rate of taxation which
a'locality is wnlllng {o levy on itself for school

the state, but a locality can choose to-make-
more tax effort—that is, to levy a highertax on

Local ability, like local wealth,. means the

has many profltabla‘ industries, rich natural
resources or expensive homes the property
values will be higher. The school tax is asually:
‘based on property value, but could also be
- based on perscmal or cprporate incomes.

o - i S =

TATE TAXES - : §
Since state governments spend -more on
‘education than any other social service,

how they raise their tax revenue is very import-

ant. It is even more important in the South,
where the states carry a more than average
share of the education load. The fact is thatthe
taxes used by.most Southern states not only put
a greater. burden on poor people, but do- not
take advantage of many available resources,

. A state’s total tax-policy normally determines
" where school money comes from. In most South-

- ,;‘ Fj. = - -
Some definitions of terms . -

funds. There is usually a minimum required by:|- -
each dollar.:of property value and to insure - \
'| that valuation of property is realistic,

medicine, fi;}m‘the sales tax. In the South,:
only Texas :dnd .Florida exempt both;
Virginia and North Chrolina exembt medi-
cine only. Louisiana taxes both at a ‘lower
rate,

Some states also mprave this tax by giv-

ing a credit or rebate c on income tax for sales
tax payments. Southern- states  have . lag-
ged in-this reform (Gec¥gia now allows a
credit for. low income families, but has not
seen fit to pay- a rebate where incoma is too

-+ + low to require income tax payment) The

ern states, education money comes from the .

*gkneral . state treasury, rather than any special -
fund.” State funds .come from the fo1|owmg

' sources: -
1) The ma]Dr 5tate source of revenue in the
= South is the sales tax.* This consumer tax
: hils pocr peap!e’ the har’dest It is generall'y

'people spend a hlgher proportuon Df theur in- )

" come on consumption items subject to sales

tax than do the rich." But it seems that the
- poorer the state, the greater its relignce on
such taxes. Mississippi, for ‘example, which
. has the lowest per capita income in the
nation, raises mare than 47 percent of its
taxes this way — far ﬁbov’e e national .
_average of 29 parcent, ’ ' '
Somo states oaso the rogrossiveness of .
this form of taxation by exempting food and

Fhome varliluna o Alabamuy (which ralses all e school money
!Im;uuh a stitewlds proporty e amd (Hieon other  small tigos
apoclally sarmarkad for aducation puipuses), Loulalana (which ralasa .
two-thirds of ita achool funds thiough enrmarkod !nma& Tatihieasud
(which aarmarka caftaln sales nnd tobacco taxes tu provide B7% of
Wa sducatlon manay) and Gouth Carcllng (which oarmarkid A flquor
tax fur schoolas untll reconily).

slnfermatlon on ainte {axan |n lnkun Iram Dr. Eva Galambos, Stats and

Luc-l Takes In the South, 1973, Southent Neglonal Councll,

In umlnml Is tinssd on  ablilty-to-pay. Hm

A Uprogrogsive  tix!

rdta |uuun§na nn Inmma Inrronsna,

P 2o
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" FEDERAL TAXES

net resultis that.in ' Southérn states, with -
their generally Iawer incomes, people.pay a "
_higher $hare of their incomes through these
regresswe sales taxes. N
2) On jop of this heavy dependence* on
regressive’ tdxes .some Southern states-
make little use of progressive personal -
come taxes. Only Virginia ard North Caro- \
hr\a approach or exceed the national aver-
age of revenue ?‘rom this source. Texas and
Florida have no persopal income' tax' at all,
and the tax in Fennessee Is: |nsign|fn:ant
3) Taxes-on business generally have lag- "~

ged in the South, a reflection_in _
effort to attract industry. Corporate income -* -
taxes. are imposed at about’ the gverage‘

- _national rate, but- the total’ buanhess taxz“ﬂ. )

" structure has favared suness refative to .
individuals and jamm in” order. ta 5ub=(.; o
. 'sidize growth, . A
. 4) Finally, states charge iaes ‘for. many
'dlfferent kinds of- services (licenses, high-
way tolls, etc.) Southern states.get from :
_ ten percent to 23 percent of their JIncome
m this way, about the national rsnge

Thus the major shére of school money in- the )

" South Is raised by states from tax sources that.

do not do nearly enough to di§lfibulE the bur-
deﬂglrly among all lhe cnizans : {

" The share of schgol m@ney that comes from
the federal govarnment which is generally small
but especially.significant in the South, is not paid

- by any SpEGIfID fund, or tax, but. from general . -

troasury sources..This means chiefly from the
fgderahncome tax, which is considered the most '
progresawa f:.urreﬁt tax.. CLoe .

HC)W’ THE MDNEY IS DISTHIBUTED

STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS

erginnlly. lc.sf colirso, Iocal monoy wns the
only-form of school support. But in tho twoentioth
cantury tho statos camo into tho picture, under-

* taking, tholr responsibility’ to ‘provido oducation

by making stato grants to school districts,
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The fnrst prmclple was a s:mple gne a number

district; Tl:us there wnuld be a minimum guSra-?'-
antee, a flat grant, for every student Gradually,

w

"however, many states came o realize that this’

‘system didn’t take ‘account of wealth dlffegences v

" —poor districts-couldn't add on as much as rich

* districts nd matter-how hard they tried. Thus!the

ldea of éguahzmg grants came along.’ :
The. _piorieers of ‘equalizing -school fmance

" were George, Strayer and Robert Haig, who e

1922 worked out a formula that goes ljke this: (1)

) each distriat must tax at®a:certain Ievel “(2) each
. dlstnct‘is antltled ‘to a certain amount of money

- pew. pupil; ( if the local’ tax does not raise that
per-pupil- a owance, the state mahes up the
dlffergnce, Fhis becarme known as a minimym’

wy CTiE

Q
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' foundation plan (MFP).Each:districf is able/ to

SE
PROPERTY VAL-
UE PER PUPIL

HICH
DISTRICT

~RicH
DISTRICT

. . POOR
DISTAICT

+ disguition among diutricts
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] thatg“locai leewa o csometlmes c:slled Enm:h-; : _
~ment _or supplementary funds)- allows the dis=.

ComE

ralse the same amounL of funds per pupll wnhs,
‘the same-amount-of effért up to the guaranteed;=
rqmimum To that pt:unt It IS an equahzmgr
farréngeméﬁt - , o,
'\ "The minimum foundation plaﬁ (MFF’) however

allows each district the rlght to add other funds.:

: It must f4r$t contrlbute its taxes tc: the MFF‘ up to .

trict tt: tax itself and spend whatever it hes'
in -addition to .theaEsn: requirement. Thus theg
rich district:still. has much more-ability to exceéd,‘

. the'minimum than does thg poor district. Where
_the required tax rate is very low" abv:odsly the"

Gppcrtumty for “local leeway”-and the resultrﬁlgf

.'1_'35

lﬁequahty is much greater. = - -

Ey now évery State plan has been revrsed'f‘
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\antt amendad m many waya '50 .that the ayater;na ‘

are
Th
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a Southarn atataa attll use a ftat grantv

_formula: (North and South Garoltga, and Arkan—fv

" ment.

aag) but they make some vdriations. m-‘the pay-.

shlaries of a given numbar dftéachers per class-

:';room +they provtda morg teachers for a high

. school than an. alamaniary schopl, or.twice’ as:

“‘'many téachers for;pamal education tlasseés.

. All the other SdUthern states use .a form of_"
'.-atquahzmg Minimum Fauhdatton Plan. Somé of ",

T them, like Gaorgta and Tennaaaaa -‘have frozen

) !-_ the dollar’ amount which €an- t;t{ga aotle«:tad frgm'
' Iatal taxes; §0-that the state share of the guar-

" ‘'some -‘®f the
.gnothmg towar

" Purposes Grants are alwaya for a apaclftc pro=- -
- gram, auc:h as dnvar education, or textbooks. "
" They ara naarlCIwaya based on the number

F

A

For exar‘npla although thay pay the = . -

T of 1965 growdaa over a}nlttOﬁ‘ dollara
compensatory aducatton money far: poor and

ah‘taa"gata htghar and htghar and the plam be- ©

oorest rural districts aoﬁtnbuta;
the MFP: This ‘means: that the
richer districts (ffequently.the: cities, which are

comes soma?at mora equalizing. In Georgia, =

'daaapttvaly ‘“rich’ in property, but overburdened -
.in other ways) subsidize the poorer districts

without much consideration of costs'or educa-.

 * tional needs. Dep hdence on a minimum founda-
. tion ptan may also mean that some .scHool,

boards, those with morfa- mtareat in low tax rates
than in'the needs of chttaran can run a pathett-

' c:ally minimum level of: achoolmg wtthout aupple-?
mentary Ioc:al effort at all. .

~ Most atata plans have baan amanded over
the years so that fn’ ‘addition 'to 'the basic, MFP

' for operating funds, there are different. kinds of

flat payments for special purffoses, The Speclal.

.of students enrdlled in the special program, and
no attempt is made to consider the weaith -or ™
ability to pay of the local district. These grants

‘dre usually for a much amallar total amount than

the MFP obaratmg funda
FEDaRAL AlD" ’

Tha faderal mvaatmaﬁt in alamantar%d sec- .

ondary adugattgn isa falrly racant dev Iupmant :

f

e e

" s .
-

really bagmntng on a significant. level in- tha_ )
Iate 1950's. It is a amal4 share, although it oc-

’IQEE fadaral rngnay paid eight percent of the

put:ltc: ac:hool'b)ll tha Iar,a‘at garcent avar SIHCE‘_ .

Iaaa i SRR AN ~
Federal atd is Ieglalated to Yneet particular
“nationally raaogmaad problam&and can be .
apent Oﬁly on, apactﬁo programa Thua Tttla I

a year in-

" low-achieving cHildren. Vocational education
support and .aid to “federally tmgacted” com-
munltiea 1 are tha two, other'. Iargeat ltema of
fetzlaral atata@‘c e b )

Therearé still- rnany who argua that tha probs

he aolved through fedaral fundmg It is only in

" the last few years that the system which ‘itself

.produces the inequalities— the ayatam of’ ratamg»’,

and dlatnbuttng state and Ioc_:al money—haa baan .

challangad et .

I . s L

E 3

Thua the majur alamanta in typn:al achoal ﬂs
nance’- systems now arar‘t) A _division of the
“state- into school districts, wnLh a local aehoolf' A
board, for administrative purposes; 2) A com-
-/bination of ‘state, local and.fedetal taxes to
raise school fuhds- angﬂj,A distribution of funds
which guarantaas sqmie minimum amount of
state support for aachghltd but which also takes
into. account how much effort local taxpayara”'-
araﬁakmg and is closely related to the wealth

ot tha diatru:t all aupplamantad by some fadﬁral '

Seo Anpandlx ¢ and D for chartz of - stats ald in tha South The
cammun special purpose of calggorical grante In- these slates ara

* ler spseclal uqunullun vocalional education, aduli education and

school lunches. A faw _Southarn  stalas have ostablighad publie
klna‘mgsrtana Suma atataa uutslda tha auuth prgvhja «:nmpan;atary
" ment gmnta of spacial ‘urban cosis. -One state (Mnryland) Yuﬁda
. all canstructluﬁ and building “ renavatlon “costs.

"Theza. are schaol dtatttrzta which have larger foderal installations, and
tharetdre much tax-exempt property and tho rosponslbllity to educate
- children of pnmnta whao live an or -ara umplayad by tha Inalallattan

ugh to.seem. largeY. In .
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d Chapter'lv s

HOW Uneqaal Is The Present Syst?m’? -

C e 5 C -
vtl'i:'\ *

_‘ : L \? ';f v'_: i - i

» ;

same facl:

tate tremendou  dlif-
ferences ;n the ameurrt spe’ﬁt n"each child. he
accident.
determmes how much

1 chlldséducanon . \

s s . Lt - 3

wuthln e.:u:h state reveals the’

3
quI be - mvested-m a

“Afﬂuent dlstrlcts can hava thE| cake and eat |
"it, too; fgr they can prcmde |
.educatlon for théir . children’ While “paying
lower taxes, Poor d|strlcts by cantrast, have’
no t:ake at all:”
! Gsllforma Su, reme Court
Serrsna v. Priest

The table béldw‘shﬁws jthé_facts fo
states."’ sy o
A TABLE
Tmal Elementary and Semndary Public School

Expendltures Per.Pupil, By Shté 1969-70
Schaol Year /

. Nm&ha‘h ) v' Ak T
. : High Pupil ‘Low
State - District "Percentilen - Distret
Alabama $580 $473 5294
Arkansas 1,005 512 2094
Florida ° X 1,036 824 ag2-
Georgia . 735 706 364
Louisiana 922 730 499
Mississippi 825 541 321
North Carolina. 732 675. 467
South Carolina 610 562 397
Tennessee 774 629 - 315
Texas 11,096 668 ' 197
Virginia 1,159 776 441

a/-Thi ninetinth pupit pmeontile la_lhg orpanditure lovel at which 10%,
gl tha studonta I = atato have moro  spant on tham than that
amaount. 1t s commanty usad na a Ylop™ - figure for ¥ luvullnu up'”
ind oliminatos oxlrema  akpepditure patterna from vory  ginall tir
unustial districts whose sponding Is not dypleal. .

Sourco: FRoview of Exlsling Stale School Finange Programs, Vol 2,

Gtall Aoport Submitted 1o the Preasidont's Commiasion an
School Finnnea (1972), pp. 19 1., with carrectiona. Aa guotod
=in Robort O, Aslschouer and nmuul W, Hariman, Refarming
School Finance (Tho loukinga limlllmhm Washington, 1. C.
1973). ' .
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\ A
C:Dmpanson Df schodl district ex%enditlgés
inevery

of birth:into a rich area or a poor _akea -

“high-quality -

' Sc’:'uthern_‘

a smaller number of d|str|cts more, nearly the B

s same size tend to even. out the; disparities a7
: httle ‘But the range is stilt staggering. "School

districts spend ‘anywhere from $300 to $3, DDD_

per pupil, semetimes within the same state,

. as great as in other .regions.. ThlS is because

*- Southern school systems spend on‘the, aversge

e ¢ countfy, and the pmpornon of state-funding:is

larger. There are few very ‘rich .suburban dis-

. to ofher states. Nevertheless the differences are

-shocking: up to five tlrﬁes as much money is
spent in some districts as in others.'

Why do these mequltles exist? Since we

‘pay, for schools in -part by local' choice, and

local taxes, it might be that districts which “care

tricts, Spendmg over $2,000 per child compared.

The Southern range of meqq,,allty is not qulte‘, .

ifar.less rﬁoney per child than ofher parts of the”

H

ma e" abaut educ;atmn which want to tax them- *

selves mofe, are
In fact, it is fthe“degree of local property wealth
‘which produces the dlfference not the degree Df

-1 local tax effort.
" For\ exdmple, look al & chart from a recent
study of South Caroljna which shows that al-
‘though the poorest districts (those whose prop-
j " erty is worth the least at market value) tax them-
/. selves at a much higher rate than the richest
districts; their resultmg revenue Is much less;
thay slm
' very I|m|tad patentlal to raise sufficlent maney

‘Cunu\nl smll;llm shaow that Hmra hava ~ lumn ulun”lu‘;nnl Incransas
i per pupll expenditures Ja=avery stale I rocent) years, The
agatlmmtnd oxpandituies por pupll In ADA for 1972.73 aro: Aln, $590:
Ak, 3651;
G, C. $751; Tenn) $730; Toxns 3778, Va. :*r'u (Statlstlcs of Publle
Elnmnnury ‘and Bacendary Day Schools, Fall 1972, Depanimeni of
HEW, 0. E. pubileatien no, 73-11403) Tho fnet romilng, noverthaloss,
that thoro cenllnuss to be A wide range in expendiures botweon
-the hlgh nnd low. distriets, and belwoen hlgh and Igw alitos,

1iThe et -that the ‘Bowthern differsnces .aro nat 86 groat as In
othar roglans may maka rolorm oasler: The palitlcal and sconomle

.costs of reform may bu lower, as there are towor diatrleta with a

strong vostod intereal In prosorving - the ndvantags of "mll great ©

local waalth, . 5

DURNEN

e the ones which spend morse.

ply. cannm squeeze, enough from their

FI*I SEB; Ga. $782; La. $B897; Mias. $689; N, C, 5802}

17



TAELE c o ' greater equaliziﬁéeffeci)i the differences 'réa

- 7 state-Local Revenues and Tax Effort of fmain significant: from $732 .to $467 per pupil
.. South. Carolina School Districts, 1970 * " in 1969-70. And theseinequities match almost N
o o . perfectly the wealth of the districts. = )
| cg:ég;?};fﬁ'ﬁége'ﬁy Eﬁg‘fgéﬁz 000 -Etﬁaéfel;,?f;' Evéry state that has been studied. shows |
Value (Market Valuation) Mﬁfkel\’fiﬂﬂi@n 7. Per PHPII - sgimilar” patterns. Of course, not every distnct‘“\{
$50,000 or more ., .. $2.94 - $510 X *  taxes itself heavily. Some of the lowest spend-
per pupil « . S L - ing districts are-both poor and unwilling to try
. $40, g%'ﬁ%_ 49, ggg ) 3.38 . 484 ~ very hard to raise education money. But the -
_perpupil " - S e o ' ' point is that districts do not have the free choice
$30,000 — 39,999 . 392 - 447 A , 'f '
S “per pupll L A ’ o ‘
+ $20/000 — 29,999 450 " 406 | " TABLE E
- pérpupil o " /. . North Carolina
LESS than-$20,000"" . 6.63 . ] 393 . - i Total State—Local Per
" perpupil . : . N et Pupil Expenditures, 1968-69 - -
auurcé Joel 5, Berke and Robert J. Guenel Flnam‘:lng Public Educa- - - L :
. Sﬁ?m'r’;.5“‘%:‘2‘;52?“"&5'3&?.‘52" Sé‘ia?f‘i‘é?%“ Syracuse ‘ o = ' i
_ . Districts Grouped
The'Tean ‘situation. has also been docy- . by Per Capita ., _
mented in materials prepared for a-major court Income. R T L
case. As Table D demonstrates, the richer dis- L ———
tricts; with a high market value of property per . . - OVer $2500 { -

pupil, tax themselves at a rate much- lower, thanj e e
) the pooret districts (column :3) and -still ralse:- ‘- $2250-2500 | . -
L muc;h more monéy (column 4).

v e $2000-2249

Loc:al Revenue Per. F‘u il, and Total Ex EﬁdltUFES ' .
P P . $1500-1749

IR TABLED. -~ .- =
Relatrcn of S«:hr:njl District Wealth to. Tax Rates o $1759’1999 : »

: F‘er Pupil, 41‘15 Texas School Districts,
' 1955 ‘67 SEhOOI YEEF e -
: D w R _ - under $1500 ,

Market Value - Equall;ad Tay Local Total Exp : S = P4 L i 1 Sy
of Taxable Number: Rate $100 Revenue Per Pupll. - . - . o i o
Propertly per of Scheol . Va on - Per Pupit State and . 5400 425 450 475 500 . 525 550
Pupll (Egllarg) : Districts - (nullgu) (Dollars) - Governmant P . . -t .

, ! ollers) - Qov Per Pupil Expendit
Above 100,000 9 031 610 856 Per Pupil Expenditure
100,000-50,000 %» 26 ,+0.38° 287 @ 610

Betsy Lavin, Thomas Muller and Willlam Scanion, Schtmll and

SQ 000- -30 DOD 3 E—g 055 224 529 " %?urﬁﬁ Taxzes In Herth Carolins, (Tﬁé Urban Inztituto, ‘Washington,
30,000-10,000 41 0.72 166 546 ' B.C.. 1973). \, :
Below 10,000 =~ 5 . 0.70 63 . 441 . : c
Sourca: Jeel 5, Berke, Altidavit, U. 5. District Court, Weslem Dlstrict
2 szgzccﬂnﬁ'gs:::ﬁﬁs;';ﬂ.;'%;ss,:’aﬂa,.&‘,?:;g- *of an adequate spending level that local con-.
Aeforming Schicol Finance (Tho Brookings Instltution, Wash- © o trol ImpllES Théy are dEEBndEﬂt on ‘the praperty
. fngten, O, G 1973). N .
" : ' S “value in their district. Their children's education-
Even in North Carolina, where the state pays = al resources are determined by that wealth. This
; a larger share of the school bill than nearly any , is the inequity that is being challenged in ccurts
other state in the country (which should have a and Iegnslatures o .

(- FH .
T : M [
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A
”
' THE RICHEST DISTRICTS
" Greenwood #52, K
- . Prbperly Vaiug Per Pupil: $138,387
Tax Effort: $263 pdr $1,000 -
L Local Héveﬂu&éﬁr Pupil: $385 . .
v
Property Valug Per Pupil: $111,450 &, - __ : ) '
Tax Effort: $2,14 per $1,000° - - _ o
Local Revenug Fer Pupll: $238 L s .
.
£
: ) ot . ¢ E23 ET
SOURGE: Financlng  Publlc Cducallon |n fSouth Carolihs: Problems . - _ . \
and Prospetis; fyracusy Universily Niseareh Corpofotion] . . ) }\
: . Octobar, 19 , - "

[1{lc | g2 o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



LM

Chapterv

Inc:ent! eSTé ChangeThé System e

-

.

To install a more equitable system of educa-

tion finance requires the will to do so-

At the state level, the job of achlevmg equity '

amgng districts falls to state legislators and to
the governar and state school boards. The idea

thaj chlldrEn in different parts ‘of the state should‘

have equal access to education Is not new, nor

is the knowledge that present state programs

“work only imperfectly toward this end. Some

Ieglslatures are working steadily to reflne and

Jr’nprﬂve their systems. _
, éut dunng the last decade when |rnpat|ence
- WIth the schools ability to provide a good quality

-of (or even’ pometimes adequate) education to
poor arid minority children burst upon the na-

tional scené, the question of legal rights has

"been raiséd more and-more frequently. At the

same 'time, the federal government (including
Congress, the administration, and various com-
missions) has been considering an array of plans
to encourage and underwrite reform. In.addition,
the objections of taxpayers to rising local educa-

tion costs and taxes—resuylting in voted-down -

bond is5ues and bankrup} urban schools—have

made the need fc:r _systematic change; more

and more urgent.. - . : . e T
LEGAL CHALLENGES ‘

¢

Legal challenges to lnequitable_staté‘eduisaaf,'
tion finance .systems started in- 1968, after the' . .

-publication of some academic articles and a

series ‘of conferences .among constitutional.

Jawyers and inferested _‘g’roups. A couple of early
state casds were rejected in state and federal

district courts, Then the Calrforma Supreme

Court,ina pn:-hrnnmry ruling on Serrano v. Priest
in 1971, declared that the state's school finance
stheme violated not only the equal protection

~ clausoe of the U. 8. Constitution but also violated
-, similar prnvlsic’ns of the state constitution,

+ Additional suits were quickly filed .in other

™ glﬂt@

" Judgments on other state systems,

0s; within a yoar state and fedéral courts in
a hi—"llf -dozon other [urisdictions made similar

20

' and mora

—

w .

LI ]

-

~than fifty additional lawsits are in the courts. Be;-
" cause the State of California did not appeal the
Sérrana case, lt dld not goito the Umted States L

Anlunm lnd Schcnl Dlstnct v, Rndngue;) was'
filed in_federal couri, and became the flrst im-
portant school finance suit tp be accepted for
hearing by the Supreme Gourt In March, 1973,
the Supreme ‘Court ruled agamst the Egdriguez

plaintiffs. Shortly thereafter, another important
‘state case was decided in New Jersey (Robln-

son v. Cahill); that state's supreme court found.-
that the New Jersey system of school fundlng :

_violated, the state constitution.

The state and national constitutional argus .

'ments are -important to understand, both for -
- what the judges in these key cases dld say, and _

for what they did not say.

5GME GDNSTITUTIDNAL DEFINITIONS
‘The Fourteenth Amendment to the United

* States Constitution provides that no state shall

“deny to any person within itg, jurisdiction the

“equal protection of the laws.” In the course- of

interpreting this clause, courts have come to

. use several key definitions and tests: .

Fundamental interest. means that the
aqual protection clause will apply to rights
of basic constitutional importance to citi-
zens, such as legislative apportionment, in-

’ terstate't;avel and rapresentativa junes In

guaranteeg of the GOHStItUtIDn outweigh or

i forb;d restrictive state agtions unless the

state is persuasive enough to justify ‘such
‘action. If .a matter is not a “fundamental
interast,”” the state has wider latitude to
regulate the actlvity.' :

Classification mearis the way in whic;h

states. group people In publnn‘pohclas or

i

C# - . . )

tiMlnnaacts, Arifons, HKansas, How Jorsoy, Michigan,
Wyomlng,

wEgcepl, ‘ol couras, Ihat It may pot Aot cantrary 1o othar constltullonal
standnarda (lof mmmnlu by rn@lnl disgrimlnation) or in mblhmy or,

dnpricioun wayl

Touns and ¢



L F . : Co
~laws for special treatment. For example,.
.children are, grouped for. education pur-
pose# into school districts. States may
make °
to treat different groups differently, if they:
have some legitimate reason to do so. For
example, families can' be classed as poor
in order to receive welfare aid. But the
classlflcat;on and the different treatment,
must not discriminate sgamst the class ex-

.. cept ‘when justified by“a legitimate state
interest-and must be related to the treat-
ment or regulation the state imposes. Some
kinds 'of classifications such as .race,
religion, or national origin, are thought to be
always dubious, ‘and are called “inherently
suspect!’. States must go further to prove
_why"they need to use such classificdtions.:
For example, the dual school system made
race a classification for assigning children
to seégregated scﬁools and ‘was eventually

ruled unconshtuﬂonal L ;

~ Compelling state interest is. a term usad
10 justify a state's classification or treatment'
“of people in a certain way. If a state's sctu:»n _
is challenged on the grounds of using a sus- .

.. pect classification, or denying a fundament-

al interest, the burden is on the state to
* prover what compelling interest might be
served by the action. The common state .
defense of the present school finance sys- .
tem is that it preserves the ‘'compelling

~ state interest” of local control of education.

2 the wealth of the;state as-a whole.”

“THE SERRANO CASE!

“The Ievel of- spendmgufonza cmld 5 educatla
may not be a. function of wealth bthgr thElB)

—

Van Dusariz v, Hatfield |-
. 334F, Supp. BTD 872
Federal District Court
Minnesota, 1971

The Gahforma Supreme Court was asked o’
rule on the application of the- equal protectign
clauses of the U. S. and California constitutions °
to the state' education® {finance system. Haviﬁg

'réad thasxfactual evidence that the amount of

money spent on children’s schooling directly

followed the pattern of wealth and poverty in
‘that

state, the court said that the state did,
indeed, run a system which classified .on the
basis of wealth, and that this was a ;'suspect

classification.” The quality of educatiqn ‘of the * -

“child.depended on the property value and local

tax revenugs of tho dlstrn:,t in-which. he lived;-
the state did Iittla or nothing to offset thase local

e R

“‘reasonable” classifications in order -

if!*s e

24

differences, but rather alfDWed the state pro=
.‘gram to further them. - ~
The colrt went on to declare that educatlan
‘is a “fundamental interest™ becaﬂse it is" s0
imporfant to an individual's, ability to" ccmpete'
ecanomlcally, becayse it is Umversally relevant,
because it has such a long and sustained contact
‘ with people, because it molds the personality -
of .youth, and because it is compulsory. '
) Finally, concludmg that local determimation
- of expenditure -is a ‘“‘cruel illusion” for poor .
*‘dIStI’ICtS rather than a compelllng state interest,
'the Court ruled that.the state system’ of finance -
uld be unconsitutional if further, Iegal ar.:tlon -

_upheld the facts in the case.!’

7 “Serrano has made s;gmfn:ant ref@rm pos- -
| sible: it has not rendered it mevntablé
"Yudof and Kirp
- Yale Review of Law and Saclal Achon
Wmter 1971 ;

’THE RODRIGUEZ CASE“‘ ' -
When the Texas case came before the Umted
 Stafes Supreme Court many of the Serrano legal
" arguments were repeated. The facts.inthe Texas
. case were Similar: very great disparities in ex-
. penditure closely related to the wealth of the
district—and the state did not dispute them. The
state simply argued that.it w‘as provuglng an
~adequate minimum. educat;onal level for all -
children, and that it beﬁeved local choice of .
.'expendlture level. was an’ |mp0rtant practlce,.
" to continue:, ‘
Ey a sllm

Togne

r’ha;ohty csf 5 to 4 the SUpreme.x:

(A

P mg of unc:c:»nsmuhonahty whifz‘h had been
-~ handed 'down" by,.the lower: federal court. It
', declared that educanon although an, |mportant .
social service, is not a'“fundamental interest”.
because it is not explicitly or implicitly declared .
to -be so in-the U. S. Constitution. The ‘majority
.also found-that the state does not classify on
the basis of wealth, -because the people lwmg
within a st’:hoo‘l district are too vague and varied
a group to be considered a “harmed class.” The
Court was_ evndent[y persﬂaded as well that the
{mportance of lochl tontral provided a * compall=
. Ing state interest". However the Court added an
.. interesting’ postscnpt s@ymg that Texas and:
ther states ought to reform thEII’ present school -
finance systerﬂs

'L“nrv(|nn, y. Prinst, 5 Cal.*3d 5604 (1971) .

Vi The Bofrano casa wiia roturnod to the tewar courl for a dnmrmlﬁnlluﬁ
ot the {octs. M the alloged facis ‘ara.wpheld, then Ihe Calllarnia
Suprama Court’s proliminasry rullng Ihat tho schgol Hnnnra syatem
violated the state constltutlon would bocoma tinal,

t*fadrigusz v. San Antonle [ndspendent School Disirlet, 337 F. Supp:

n thls capo nnd Ita consoquancos Ia Tound In Linda Matlhaws
Arilels “Rodriguoz. and Friondla™ Iu the Race Rsalations Rnpurl-r
uly 1\173

LS
n P

80 (1971). An excollent aummary of (ho Suproms® Court’s doclslon



[“The conelderehon end mmetlon of- fu;‘lde-
mental. reforrne with respect to state taxation
and ‘education are matters reserved for t,he
Ieg|e!at|ve processes of the vencus states.”
Justice Powell
" United States Supreme Court
San Antonio v. Rodriguez
March, 1973

ylc|et7e the Fcurteenth Amendment

| THE ecemecn cAee“'

"~ in the Serranc case,

S22 - _:,'.‘;‘- !

The djssenting judges_ generelly euppcrted the
conceptl | of education as a fundamental interest,
and th unccnetrtutrcneluty of cleeemcatlon by
‘wealth 7Three of the dissenters went even further
“and ee d thet the Texee eyetem |e en erbltrary

“Th Memrlty 5 ho|d|ng can cnly be eeen asa
retreat. from our " historic commitment to
‘equality of. educational cppprtunlty and as
unsupportable acquiescence
which deprives children in their earliest years
of he chence to reech their full pctentuel as

e

- ."l'-_-_ Merch 1973

in_a- system |

i 'Dneeent Sen Anlcmc V. derlguec !

Thus there is ho Supreme C:ourt mandate at *.

present to require refgorm of echocl finance eye-= -

tems, which would call for an upheevel as ngnlf-
i¢ant as the Supreme Court's mandate in the
954 Brown school desegregation case.

» There are, however, several states under Obll-
;etren from their state courts to devise a more

eqplteb’le eyetem end cases pendmg in meny
‘other. states, -

This case in New Jefsey. is elgnlflcent in thet
its decision was announced in April, 1973, three

.weeks after the United States Supreme ‘Court .

decision in the Rodriguez case. The New Jersey-

" Supreme Court rejected the eppllcetlon of the-
. equal prptectlon clause.-of both the netIOneI*_
'and state conetltutlone to the state ‘school fi-

nance system, but found that the preeent eyetem
_woletes another aspect of the state ccnetltutlcn

1 _-wJ‘nch cel!efcrc“thprcugh and -fhclent” system
T crf ‘aducation. :

many ;tele ccnetitutl'ne

es the door

“open for litigation of thIS kind in other states. .
In the South, school finance suits \pave been
filed in Georgia and Florida, but nond seeks 0.

bring about the comprehengwe chenge sought

RIS
2 Fody F.;\

v *§mrz mcluding
EAr,ken as end Virginia, have a similar education-
c|epcc, ‘the New Jersey case led

As - B e =

' FEDEHAL SUBSIDY

Gdurt rulmge are not the only pOSSlble incén-

tive for change. Federal legislation Could be
.much more specific -and more_ far—reachlng in

the plans it.encourages. ¥
The political likelihood. of elgnmcent federal
Ieglelatlpn is rather: low at *the moment,

- present edmrnuetretronreeerne determlnerj c.t to

" and has only shown interest in’ somea

" children who attend privateé school; :
The influential Adweory Ccmmieemn on lnter- :

increase federal spending -for social- eervucee
odest

property tax reform and \?ehef for.p fermllee of

¥

- i

governmentel Reletlcne recently: rejected Iederal

-equalization incentives as well, eteﬁng that the

Zetatee should manage. the equehzetlen prcblem
and that ‘they had plenty. of eveireble tax res
sources to.do s0. : »°

On the other hend the F'reeident s Gpmmle-

. sion oh-Sthoot Finance—in a generally cautious

report-in 1972—did suggest that a billion federal
.dollarg:-a year be epent over five years to en-
_courege states to take over full fundmg of educa-

tion. Senetcr Jacob Javits has. introduced 4 bill
mcorporetmg this idea in the current Congress:
There are a variéty of ways in which Congress

;',br*the U.-s. Office of Educeﬁon ‘could assist in

;_w .kmg for-solutions to school finance reform.
-‘They could provide. pubhc mfcrmenon 011 plene

"already studied and rnmete epproprlete new"

studies. ‘Ahd _additional” legislation could be
ccnerdered over a wide range of eclutlpne For
example, federal Iegleletlcn could addreee in=
equalities among etetee as wall as within states.

- It could provide funds- to ease the states' as-

-, .sumption of local costs if- that proved to be the
4. - most -popular solution. Or- |t could undertake
smorehrmted aims.. P !

« Some epproecﬁee try
‘tax relief, on the the ry that:the property-:
tax is ‘too burdensome.’ Gcngreee could
make subetentlelly motre federal funde :

,'ﬁaveuleme in existing categorical aid pro-
 grams or enact.a nnew" general aid bill

. (raising the present federel ccntrlbutlon

- to education from 7 percent to 33 per-
cent) . so that states end_ I_peel districts

- could reduce their tax retee :

. Dr Congress could give specmc property

© tax relief to individual .taxpayers: for ex-
ample, a tax_credit to elderly pcople or.
low-jncome eiderly pecple who pay mare
than a certain percent of.their income in-
property tax or. rent, Such proposals are

* aimed at prowdlng a better minimum floor,
under educetlon ependlng, end relievlng

TeRobinson v, cn“mr 62, NJ CA "fm $73 (1973,

v

lmply to prcwde»
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the mequmefs for certain taxpayers They_ S , pr:zsal to pay states ten parcent of all thew
' would not. of ,themselves remove i -7 local educ:atlon z:osts if,they establish an '\
*  equities based‘on local wealth. o 0 Equallzmg plan. _\.- o ‘
¢ Some perDsed appraaches uséaformula 0 Most such federal IEQISIEUDH pr.oposals are -+
which gives more money lo poor states . ' ~_-introduced for discussion purposes, to tredtea -
(the number of childrén combiried with the . . forum for hearings and. natiphal attention. Politi-
* per capn:a mc@me) orto states which try =~ - °  cally they-have not gained substantial supporti
. harder (ﬁ‘lCiEE money to states with hlgher_ . However, if many. states .want to ehrnmate local.:
: ;ftax rates) ThIS kind of program would B ; support- fDr\(edL{cahon and replat:e it with full"
““refluce the inequalities-among states, but . T _"iState funding, it is likely that the. pressure wauld
not among dustrn:ts within a smgle state. . . 7 -increase for scme federsl help to ease the transi-
. Some moye amb:tlou‘s plans’like the bill - v L _thn e . T Lo
introduced by Cangressman Carl, F’erkms", . . . CITIZEN ACTION '
' (Ghalrman ‘of the House Educatlan ahd Emzens in any state with the polltu::al wn% and
=, Labar Gommattee) or the tmr E'rcduced L _ mus«:le to. cjo S0 gan of course, cause stale of- o
, - by’ Senators. Waiter: | nd -Adl S ficials, to !:ac:k school -finance: refarmawnh or . .
Stevensan wc\uld reward!sta d5.-W o “x‘f'wuthc\\, ‘court . mandates or -federal SUbSIdIES.

_'_, per capita income .i»:i _Some ststes-have already begun major reforms.
.gwe extra help to citi ) -(see Chapter-VIll). State officials_are conscious
.. education _bill “receritly mtraduced by; - . 4 . of the:nsed, bt solutions'are. nc:t Elways easy h:z' '

Sena_to_r_*-lilarb_grhe Pell .mclu_des, a: pr__o-; . idesngn aﬁd understand

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Té ZI'VEISE and'duétribuge resouréés"'rnére é‘qui-j ’
g tably ‘among school-districts within a state re- .
--quires several different kinds. of decisions. Each.| ..

“state Ieglslamre must design its own system,

- and can adjust various parts ta meat dlffenng

needs and priorities. - .- ~.- -
"“The flrst basic test. for reform is thls tha

amount of maney spent on a child’s education
_in the publid schnnls should not be a function

of the wealth of the school district, A solution

" which' meets this test can be desngned which i
"_either_does or does not include_ a contribution”

from local taxes:

.The second- basn: test for reform is this: the
distribution scheme adopted by the state should -

" “allow for the varying educational needs of all the -

children“and the differing costs’ df educalion
ihmughaut the state in an éqmtablg way.
- This chapter describes the most frequently

© discussed basic desngns for a reformed system

k]

_that would meet t!{}ese challenges =0

MDRE EQUITABLE SCHODL
FINANCE DESIGNS

A IJNIFDHM 'EOUNDATION PLAN

JA state could decide to reqmre a umform Iocal
property tax. It would also- guarantee a fixed
basic expenditure per pupH (for axample $600

" per ¢hild). If. the local tax revenue produced less

than the guaramee -the state-would make up the
_ difference. Jf lﬂwere more; the- surplus would

d |5tncts

Note that this plan does not mean that exact-
ly $600 would be Spéﬁf on each student n 13 not

CDUld determ;ne how funds wc)uld be d|5tr|buted
formula which. QIVES d:fferent
account of vsrymg casts of educauonal pro==
grams. But the base of the formula would be an .

. equitable stangafid, so that the differences in’

expenditure would not result_from the wealth

»

go to the state treasury to help fund poorer

7 the tax

~ of dollars

HICH
DISTRICT

AVERAGE
DISTRIGT

FOOR
DISTAICT

statg plans it would be a Mlmmum Ft::undatmn
F’rggram expanded to become a Total Founda-

- tion” Program. Local taxes would contiriue to be
‘an important-source of school-funds, but there -
local ,chaiee_(légal leeway) apout

would b

Pawsﬁ ECUALIZING” OR TAX EFFORT EQUALIZING
ar way to raise funds equitably and keep

séméj ontribution fram ‘local taxes would be to.
strict to set its own fax rate (to chbose -
“ how many mills of tax it wauld IMpose 6T its own

allow g

ut then to establish a fixed number
er pupil to be earned at’ each’level
of tax effitt. A five-mill tax effort, for instance,
would always earn 5200 'per pupil, regardless of

property:

 “actual revenue. A nine-mill. ‘tax effort. might: earn -

$360 per. pupil. If a district . actually produced
‘more or less dollars than the schedule guar-

2"Fc\r a maofd deiglleﬂ aﬁnlyais of ﬂmerenl -aqualization maﬂela 88
‘’Rlanning S:hm‘:l Financa Pragrsms Nangnsl Education Finance
. Project, 1971,

<%

” .anteed, the state would either add enough to -
b’ring them. up 1o, the-,schedq!ed Ievel or také :

o



swayl(_,recapture Ye ,ugh"tc: brlng thém dcwn
to_the'guaranteed level::-:- -

1 J) S ——

POOR  AVERAGE
DISTRICT  DISTRICT

- Wealth no longer determines the results of a
local tax rate. It leaves to the district, however,
the choice of tax effort for schools. Because the

ance, each district could calculate what level

ot school expenditure it wished to earn, and’
how its own revenue wauld compare to the state .

guarantee

As Figure 3 indicates, the state schedufe for
supplementary tax guarantees would likely be . -

set in such a way that some districts would ac-

tually produce more revenue at a given tax rate - -

‘than the schedule would allow them to keep.
if the scheduled return on a five mill tax rats is

~$200 per pupil, and a drstnct has-enough prop- :,
erty wealth so that it actually produces $250 -

per pupil in revenue, it wollld be obliged to give
up $50 to the state. There are.those who object
_to the *'unfairness” of not being allowed to

* spend their own tax money on their own chil- .

dren. In fact, the high return which they gain on
local property tax is not a result of any individual
merit or inherent right. It is generally the cir-

cumstanéé QFIarge industrial investment in their :

state manex (tax subacﬂes, mad Systems, etc,)
which has aided the particular district’s eco-

”'ncmic develcpme .'\lery aften tha parents of
--'school.children. in such a. district are not really
: paying higher parsona( pmperty taxes them-

his kind of system guarantees that everybudy S ‘
' selves than are parenis in less wealthy dlstricts

._schedule provided by the state is known in ad-

DISTFH;T

" But even if that were the case, entitlement to
- public services should not be based on one's"
: personal wealth.

TOTAL TAX EFFDRT EQUALIZING
A somewhat dlfferent versn:m of iax effart

,nqt Just schQDl tax, effart. g:nqe urban areas‘gem

erally have more services to support than sub-

*‘urban areas, their tax choices are more difficult,
'.Thew f;mzens may care. as much abaut educa-'

tax rate as hIQh becausg thenr tax dollars must
- _go for other services. A variation of tax effort:
‘equalizitg.

19.could thus be based an
total tax Dbhgatmn

A COMBINED GuAﬁANTEE AND POWER EQUALIZING
PLAN *
One of the more popular alternatives, which

. some states are beginning to adopt already, is

to- keep a local property tax contribution to
school funds, using a combination of two of the
above plans. The state would first require a. uni-
form local tax and:a guaranteed basic expendi- -

ture |1€%el, and then allow a supplementary tax
- effort, thm a limited range on-a ‘'tax effort,
-equalizing” basns

_Iccalatys' e e

gRIC™. T #8 s
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COMBINATION PLAN . . -
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This plan gives some assurance that districts

will not fall below a minimum tax effort and will .

provide at least some reasonable level of educa-
tion for. its children. But it keeps .a degree of
choice, usually within a-prescribed range of one
to five mills of taxes, so that those districts which
wigh to spend more can do so equitably.

" Full state funding

A different choice which. cautd be made by A
state is to dispense with the comrlbutmn from
local taxes altogether and

raise the entire-

’MGRE EQUITABLE DISTRIEUTIQN FQFIMULAS

In addlthﬁ to its choices about a more equit- e

able basic tax and. expenditure design, -a state
also has choices about how to reform its dis-

tribution of school funds to meet educational

" needs and costs more fairly.

school budget from state taxes plus federal sup~ .

pcrt

with - local tax effort, nor anything. to do with

' ~district wealth. The test of fiscal neutrality wau!d-

RIC

be met automatically.

To replace funds formerly contributed by |oc'a| .

property taxes would require an increase in cur-
rent state taxes, or the addition of new ones.
Such a
sider state tax reform more broadly; the con-

sequences of such changes need tc be carefully

studled in eac:h state.

The money available” to - localities for -
schools+would in this case have nothing tD do ’

revision presents an opportunity to con- -

e The.simplest, and most unlikely, formula .

would be based on enroliment: one scholar-

one dollar. Since nearly every state has
moved beyond such a notion already. this is ‘

'ncat a serious possibility. Equal treatment of -

“unequsis can mc:ck justice. -

States could estabhsh a*basu: payment per
pupil, and then add on more money accord-
ing to special categories of need: extra
* funds. for each low-income pupil, extra
funds for each child with a special physical
or emotional need, extra funds for each

pupil who elects to take a (more expensive) -

vocational or advanced science or arls
curriculum, extra funds for gifted children,

and so on, This is known as a weighted *-

a

_pupil scheme.



ot

bgaks bunldmg EOﬁStrUGtIQﬁ or transporta-—'

tICJﬂ

ad]ustmg their payments for ‘cost. differ-:
- ences-among dlstncts If. building mainte-
nance costs or teachér salaries are-higher. .
in an urban district, for example, the state_ s

- payment. would be mx:reased

Dewsmg a-new dlStl‘lbUthﬂ mheme wculdt--f»
obv;ously be simpler in a full state funding pro- -

- gram, but any of these considerations could be

" “built into’ an equallzed money raising schemé

{such as power equahzmg) by means of a com-

'phcated formula“"Eoth a pupil needs 'formula -

P

; ." States cauld dlstnbute mnney ‘on’ 'the' basis PR
~of a certain-number of teacher or adminis-- . .

“frative: salanes in relation to the number of "
students in different groups (pre- -schdol,”
“ vocational training, etc.), This is called the-
personnel unit - formula. - Such-a system'
cculd be expanded tc mciude paymsnts fer

i‘

—;-*States—could rafme ~*farmula further byi‘—ﬁ_: —ucansequences

In summary, bc}l halves nf the maney ralsmg e

‘and money spending combination Gan‘bg con- o
‘sidered In designh%

new equalizad"
schemes.  'There are many -possibi
schemes that are, "hscally neutral”, b
of them are equally desirable m terms

s “A recanslderahon af effective equalit

suggests that the state's ﬂbligatlon to
an equal edycanonal opportunity is. g
omy if each Ehﬂd no matter what hlf

equal educahonal Qutccf‘ne‘ regardles' of di 1
“parities 'in cost vor effort that the stateis |
obliged to make in order to avercame such ‘
d:fferencés <

. David Kirp DI A B
! : Harvard Edueatianal Hevlew
- Fall, 1968 ,

»
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ChaptaerI

Chaoalng Among Alternai'; :

#

In ardar far citlaans to’ avaluata and promata

’ raform thay need to measure various- prOpoaa|a

T agalnat aama guidelines. .There.are.in.general ..
- two;majar questions about the advantages or

dlaadvantagaa of vanoua changaa

_ 1 What ara the |mpllcahana af ::hangm@ from
..+ - a shared local/state system of raising funda
L, to full state funding? -

""The first and most basic decision is whather tD -

. preserve some local contribution to’ education

fundmg, large or small as it may be. That dam— s

~allows more. local autonomy.in school matters.

adopted fuu "State” fundlng Séveral yéars aga; . |
~without "a” significant change in the ‘degree of - -
pmvmaia| control.of. aducatlan pollcy, and.Ts

" now _considering giving -even ‘more control of

school program and budget to Iac:al districts. In -~
.other. discussions at the -ACIR conference, &+ ---

’ Mary|and official mada the point tﬁat. Dalawara,

with: a far higher percentage of state funding,

than his own atata Tha Urban Inatltuta al ;

and ,',‘lcw atataald‘,' atataa lnAmarlca whlch,jndl,-,,

amn revolves around several issues.

QC‘.AI: -CONTROL: . The polltlcal matter - of
tylng leeal' taxatnan power to local education de-
* cision making is a persistent if somewhat decep--
= 7 tive |aaue As we have seen in Chapter Il, local. .
,ac:hcol boards are often not as powerful nor as.
‘responsive to pubhc: wrahaa as “Iaaal s:ontra|‘

lrnphaa . :

t

“Liberated from the necessity of ‘selling’ bond
issues and tax rate -increases, school board
members and superintendents could concen- |
trate on-their main concern — improving the
quality of their cHildren's education. The long
.| tradition of local control of education and the
keen concern of parents for the educational
well-being of their. children would serve. as
sturdy. defenses against any effort ta short-
»change educational financial needs.” :
Advisory Cammsamn on Iﬁtergavarnmamal !
Ralalmna 1969 :

—

It alac seems true that there is little connaa-
tion hatwaen the source of achool money ¢ and
decisions abqut-how if should be spent. The
influence. of a state agﬁnay .over educatign
policy is determined far more by law, ragulatlon
and individual leadership than by the. power of

~ ' the purse. Two recent pubjlaat‘lana illuskate this -
Y point clearly.- A report of a‘ oafaranca spon- -
aorad_by the Advisory Commission in Intergov-
~ernmental. Relations includes illustrations from;
tha Canadian Province of Naw Brunawmk which

C 0g " Lo

§ T

:a

w

31'.

cates quite clearly that where states provide

~ most of the money for schools they do not auto~ "~

matically take over education decision-making:
In'matters such as textbook controls and course -
raqmramenta ‘there s no correlation _between-
- high state aid and strong controlsEvan in finan-
ciak issues, such as tax limitations; budget con- .-
trol.and teacher salaries, the pattern provad mé,
consistent' and inconclusive, - = - -

-On the other-hand, there za |agmmata raaaon
for concern about p|ac|ng all the 'decisions on’
financing education in the hands of state bureau- .
cracies which in the paat have so: raraly demon-
strated commitment to equal educatmnal oppora
tunlty or to innovation.

In short, the “local control” issue should be
closely axammed wherever it is raised, and the
ultlrnata decision baaed on a realistic balance )
of advamagaa T

T’DT L C‘.DST (;:mzana and Iaglalatara rnuat o
..determ ne what repiaamg the local share of edu- "
cational support-would coat and whether it is .
-worth it.

. If stafes take dver all monayeraxsmg, they. rauat R
decide on.a new distribution’ of funds per district:
l:\aaad on anrullmant plua othar needs and costs.

Ifa prnpoaa,_achama were to mean less rnonay'.‘
for most districts, it woyld never be, palltu:.ally :
acceptabla It is far more ||Re|y that moving to a-
fuIJ state i‘undmg ayatam wauld involve “leveling

up” axpendlturaa to a.sum for aach district -
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SR TA&LE FV

Cost of Equshzmg Schéal Expenditures to the .

Nmeliath Pupil Percehhle by State, 1964-70

hich would be ne rthe t0p of the prssent range:_.

s Cost as-a Qi

: . Nebraska -

" . "Rhode Island .~ 7"

.6 Washington |

Césl
“per pupil® -of 1970
(dﬂllars) slalg {axes

57 ¢ S?L
:-198

101
AT o
144 - . 153
213 , 190
296 - 17.8 -
101 9.3 -

‘,'174 _ 18.8

S Tﬂ al t-:m
S (niill!uns@l
State” ' - -~ dnllarg)v‘
Alabama .
Alaska, .-

Arizona.. . -
-Arkansas - oA
T California T
" Colorado.: .
~ Connecticut™
- Delaware -
Florida .
Georgia:
Hawaii
Idaho =
Illinois
.- Indiana-
lowa

. 204
11.6

2.8
- 23.4

12.9-
14.9

perﬁen!age :

132

181 how the. “extra. ""Ieveling up" maney V\rould bE

15.9°

ged at what- is callad the":i'

~:“ninetieth: percentile ':What -this means: is that .
~_when all the schcsl systems in a'state are ranked -

' ,re anly ten percent of the_"'

:Opposltion that might carna frorn the wealthler
_dlStFlEtS whlch stand.to lose funds (Sée Table
B, Page 17) .

- The total cost of replacmg Iocal schagl taxes -
‘with:
“invglye transferring nearly $20 billion;. If “level-
-ing’ up" to 90th-percentile takes place, an. addl-‘

“state-taxes: “throughout=the:country-would

¥

- tlonal $7 billion would bejneedad 2

- States vary enormously, of course lﬁ the tofai

i amgunt of. educatlonal revenue they raise. from .

spread amang them.":

" Each- state will® have to cunstder whether |t

- ‘wants to spend that addutmnsl money to achieve - -

~a full state fundmg system with a levelmg up

provision. Wolld .it be worth it?

" For Sopthern statas, the answer cculd aasuly

be ‘‘yes".
s _For one. thmg, overall expenditures in the

~

"Kansas A7,
Kentucky
Louisiana

. Maine.

<. Maryland

. 'Massachusetts

. Michigan -
Minnesota
Mississippi

- Missouri
Montaha

b

SOWOO WO LT =00~ ~O

. Nevada

New Hampshlrer ’
- New Jersey
-New Mexico .
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma - -
Oregon ; -
Pennsylvania

South Carolina
* South Dakota
Tennessee -
Texas
Utah °,
" Vermont’
Virginia .-

West Virginia
Wisconsin

‘Wyoming: 3 .
All states, total’ EQ‘?BD 160.

- Soufca: Reisshauer +and Hartman, Reforming S:haul FI!‘!;!’!E? IEmﬁk
Ing?”’ Institution, 1873, p. 823). ) Sy

noocoomNaUbvLhRDmoWo

. South are the lowest in .the country, and .

" -, teachers’ salaries are still far below the'na- .

- tional norms. (See Appendix B). ;’

. For another, the level of state fundlng IS

already quite high'in Southern states,; with .

~the exception of Virginia. “The transmaﬁ

- ‘'would be less dlfflc;ult (See Table A, paga
13).

§'The new money would n@t be béyond the - !

. capacity of most Southern. States to carry —

certamly not for equallzmg spendlng up to a.
' relatwely high level on their present scale.
. Not only are most state budgets in the

~ South in a relatively healthy position, but -

state taxlng c:apaclty is” generally under—
ut:lnzed in compsnson tc: other reglons =

L ngrmally be. @ffset somewhat by a reduetlcm
in Iocal taxes. .

SIMPLICITY: -One major argument
against raising a local share of education money

~_through a “power equalizing” plan is that it is
very complicated to administer. What constitutes: - -

an adequate formula to determine the exact
Iocai' tax capacity is highly'debatabie. Ditfer-

' _“Flahart D. Halsﬁﬁaugr "snd . Robert W. Hariman, Hefarming Sthnnl

%

Finance (The Brookings Inastitution, Washiﬁglan D. €. 1973}, pp.

44-45,°

:1Kanfeth E. . Quindy, State and Local ‘Revanus Pnl-nllal {Southern’
Raglonal Education Board Ressarch .Document, 1989, and upﬂatad
Lin 1973 130 Sixth Strest, N. W., Atlanta, Genrgla) -

*
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nce: of property- assessment woul,',,.

fpropsrty wsslth this particular problem might be

and fair assessment.and collection
: prsssdurs snfsrcsd far more ssrsfully than at .
- present.* (If the: systsm were changed to relate’ N
'ta district per csplts income. rather. than district

‘avoided, but other problems of -accurate data
L would arlse) In addltian some psrsons fear that:

‘very rich dlstrlg;ts which would end up SUbSldlEs o

ing other districts with their I6cal taxes, might - -

| have-to'be- -~ - -

b' f“to be allowed for.”

7formly admlmstered stats tax- systsm. _

“ ,to a sepsrsta stats tsx on c:omrrlsrslal and mdus-

trial. prapsrtymhich could have a hlgh ylsld but .
once again, ‘higher sducstlon casts‘ i

Although there ‘is much to bs said-fc

. caution should be entered about the saclal re-.

_'sults of the kinds of taxes: Southern’ lsglslstars e
. may. impose. The frequent failure of these'le
“siatured:to-act-out-of- broddly-informed-pr

~rates are mandated ‘and all funds then collected
and distribufed by the state: accordmg to need is

- bling most present schemes.’ A total state fund- -

would of course, be the snmplest of all.

"~ TAX REFORM:- Dsrgldlng ‘whether to ksep a .

about what
kind of taxes are best. The local property tax i
thsorstnsslly has some consrdsrsbls virtues. It is.

‘- astable and very prr:duc;tlvs tax. It is levied on.

-local share slso mvalvss a’judgment a

‘business: property as well as on individuals and
families. lts consequences are ‘well known.’

: exemptions. But the political difficulty of reform-
ing the local property tax is so great, because =
of the vast network of vestsd interests and pres-

-ing: s®™eme without .any. focal tax contrlbutlon,

It
;féwrrsould bemade fairer-and - adjusted to. psrtu:ular_

‘A totslly squsllzed system m Wthh local tax: o

“ certainly simpler, and has the virtue of resem- _- ,

. '--rAnothsr matter to weigh in" the' balancs is

'rather than narrow local interests means that re-

- formers need fo be alertto the aotentlaf sffact ofini
- any change on income redistribution in. gsnsrsl o
‘It may be.that the best restits woyld come from- =

a reform subsidized by the fsderaf-go srnmsnt
ACCOUNTABILITY AND, ADMINISTRATION; -

) whsthsr or not some admmistratlvé |mprova—

ments might result from full: state funding. e
.. On the ‘question-of sghool dastrmt_bpundsrlss:.,._' v
it would be’ interesting to.speculfte on what'-,.
‘could happen. Perhaps more interesting and. -
sophisticated arrangements could be worked out - ',
if money raising were no longer a local problam L

For ea-;ample one might return to an age of

.sures. already built up, that it might be more

realistic to swntch to new’or sxpsnasd state:

 taxes. ] .
Citizens wlll ‘have to compare the advantages
of keeping a local share of aid, based on a local

able, adainst a
would be based on new or increased state taxes

. property tax which may or may not be reform-
a change to state funding -which

'-f .. (unless.a federal subsidy sppesrsd) State taxes ‘

could be either more or less progressive than
- the former local property tax. If the interests of
poorer.cjtizens aré to be_protected, then those

who favor state funding should seek as progres-

sive a state tax system as possible,:

A properly tailored state income tax to replace
. a.local property tax coald be the most pr0gres=j
However, Southern state legis- .

sive trade-off.
“latures are gensrally unwilling to mcrssss per-

* sonal- income laxes, and are inclined to rely °

more heavily on ‘'sales taxes which put the great= ’

- est burden on the paorsst people.

Dr\e altsrn_atnvs under ssnsndsranon i a state= N

sdmlmstratlon and umform asssssmsnt prac;:f '

be mixed. High tax areas, such as cities, are also
high cost education areas; the state formula for

tices under such a system, but the results would

“ distributing funds would have to take this into -

A

.smah’
-~ staff .

tchool districts, with true local corrol by
, ind parents at the “féeder school” level. .-
A lsrgsr regional super-dlstrist over many. such

" small districts could-govern joint purchaslng,

" 'special centers for innovation or more expensive

- courses. Or, by contrast, larger or' more inclu-'
. sive districts could be drawn to-further the aim

of a more heterogenous school popuiation and
more effective school desegregation. If local tax .

. effort weré no longer an issue, the manipulation

- of boundsnes for innovative purposss cauld be

something to consider. .
In terms ‘of administration; local Ieadsrshlp v
would be rshsvsd of the consurnmg money rais- | -

-ing role now so necessary, and thus:become

accountable strictly for educational |rr|prove-i
ment. ’

In summary, ths questlon of keeping some = .
local tax contribution revolves around several -

"lsrgs consndsrstn&ns whst part does lassllv-.r,-ﬂ-»»;.

makmg strong snd accountabls’? “how much
would it cost to transfer'local support to state

 sources? would moving to a full state funding

‘system produce a simpler and more understand-
able system? what would be the tax conse-
quences of replacing the “local property tax?
would a change from local control result in ad- -
ministrative changes?

AII of i‘hsss Goﬂsldsratlons shauld be dsbated

XH =|ah:whja propefty laxes were 5ul:!.=l|luh§d ‘{ar Iucal taxas

the
same prsblsm would ssply .

1



y Ia, slaters and. cntizens in the prgcess cf de-'?f?

“NO plan whnch rests on ari “equal dollar”'sclus o

i "ri;‘_;‘_',,tlt;n is acceptable Equal dollars - cannot buy .
~equal resources in any case, as costs of matenal e
items and services: differ from place to p|ace~- '

In addltlon ‘education needs vary. greatly froﬁj-

: :clties I8
,,:sstudents Thar' are. |
- students, and" moré students
- . -expénsive vccatnonal aducation COurses.: Central
““cities have a:larger proportnan of physncally and:
- mentally hsﬁdlcapped children as well, and they .
. frequenﬂy must - irivest . |
servnces secunty ser\nces or ground rﬁainte-:,::

,ng the'«:,

E 7’”.of these dlfferences represents a chatlenge, but»:
" not-an insurmotintable obstacle. (Legisiatures. - - -

already .make, distinctions -about - the: costs. of

. 'dlfferent programs, What is reqmred is.to brmg ,
i these categorles up to date, and set-some con- = -
~-tinuing-method of reporting: -and evaluatmg -the -

differing Gosts) A few states (Rotably Florida) -
-have already b39un ‘to design plans which are’
" responsive to need and cost dlffereﬁceé Fteform”

' ‘groups should nc:t settle for. less,

MUNICIPAL . @VEFBUHDEN A ‘state plan '
" 'should also take "accounj of the heavier tax

‘burden in cmes and ad;ust nts fundmg ac-
. 'r:ordmgly

poor -rural counties. The answer’ to bath is that
. state distribution fcrmulas must’ recagnrze dif--

‘_.,.sysfem .of- ralsmg funds .is: chasen g e

The prc:blemsyaf cltles are multlple They tend
to have high property values (that is why they

pay insuch a Isrge share of local matching funds
in exlstmg equallzmg systems). But they usually” -

" have to pay more for everything from salaries to
“cement. - State school construction subsidies
frequenﬂy favor new buildings over the renova-

tion of old;, which gives new subdivisions the :

-edge on-older urban dIStI‘IGtS

_People who are not residents of the city,use '
~up the city's resources and skew the tdx situa-’
tion. A suburbanité who works in the city pays

no taxes there, -but he expects the'city to. main-

tain the streets that get him to work, dispose of-

the trash from his office wastebasket, inspect

and license the restaurants and bars he patro-

Aizes, and keep criminals from bothering him. At
the same -time, both residents and workers ex-
pect mdre of the city: sewage, street. lights,

: transportatlcn, etc.-The. sum of -all -this.extra. ..

expense s commonly called * munlclpal over-

burden’’ and it eats into the local.tax dollar at
T the expense of education support: The suburbs

: frEquently can spend more than half their tax -

dollar on schools; cities usually only a. third:

" Another weight holding down gducation in .-

i
1

hrj take the: rm;!'ré

"‘axtra c:hlld welfare

nam:e

z . ,f B
These cempansans.are mqst 5ign|f|@ant in

North

ferént costs and different needs; no matter what-: . -~

SUF’PLEMENTARY EDUCATIDN As lcng as’

~physically and economically: hand sapped chil-

dren ‘need specual ‘education setvices, schmlsf
‘will need éxtra’ money to ‘pay for them, The !
federal government currently pmwdes funds for*
this purpose, ’and some states may. ‘choose ‘to
rely on them exclusively: States with a greater
educational .commitment are- addmg ‘to -the

—limited-federal- “funds-to- produce -a more effec-—é———;

tive. program.

INNOVATIONS: It is frequentlysaidyé and -
wrongly — that an equalized program or a state-
funded psrr:grsm would wipe out_all possibilities -
. for experiment and innovation, Dn the cgntrary, _
pilot kmdergartgns or. altgrnatwe high- schoals
or science centers or many . other mnovattons
cauld be encouraged thiough' state Ieglslatmn -
and the provision. of an innovative :education '
fund. Local school bvards would . retain their

“flexibility about how to use the funds, and"the.
- possibility for exp’eriTe‘ntal'programs would be

available ‘to all districts, mstead of ;ust tha
Wealthy ”llghthéuse” dlstrn:ts

s In summary, the ‘distribution formula chosen

by a state legislature, regardless of the means -

- chosen to raise. the funds, should take. acc:auntf.._.-,:_4._,,,{»3,

of both need and cast differences in education.-
The standard of “Fiscal Neutrality” in-the raising

-of school money is a critical : ingredient' in

equalizing education, but it must be comple-.. .

. mented by ‘a_distribution scheme that makes

equnableness lruly eﬁechve‘ i



ChapterVIlI N
 What Néxt Fer Southern S‘tates’?

Schoal fmance refcrm has blgwrn up into a L ‘:mcarporatmg most of tha Commlssmn reccm-: S

full-scale movement durmg the last four or five - - msndatnans; e
yea s to what the National Governors' Confer;: . . . : R ,
S “last year called the™"'most vital issue CL"E" R "Ultlmate salutnona “must come from the Taw-|
rently facing the States.” | 1 makers and from the democratlc pressures of | -
State:courts in half a dozen states have out- . ! those who elect them.” o

““lawed existing. unequal school. finance schemes - = -] ijus:u:.;jésic\tlvélls Cou t?”

. : . .* 'United States Supreme r

:ang ,‘?"d?'f?‘f‘ new plgn 8- Snmu!ar crasesi 7_are pgn g- R | ' San Antonio Indgpendént Sﬂmal
ing’in more than half the rest. Governors com- o “District v. Hudriguez
‘missions, state task forces, or legislative com- - | " 'March, 1973 ,
‘misslons are taking on the |ssue in no Iess than: SR - I — ';\, —

38 states at the moment. . .
———————The—National-Legislative- Canerem:e made_' e Several sta,tgs have recently made signiflcant
up of state legislators, took a stand in favor of -cha:ﬂges in their 'school finance -gystems, .in. . )

~‘equal educational opportunity and the Serrana sortie cases going for-a much higher. percent of

. equity principle at a meeting in 1972, and dis- . _state support, nearly full funding, in some cases
tributed a guide to all state legislators on how “trying the power equalizing approach, and in a s
specific stér;s might .be pursued .to meet this - few cases working on better responses to cost
goal. A réc:érit Vmeetringrdf the Education Com- : and r‘\eed dlf’ferem:es Many reforms in propérty

mission of the States also produced this pchc:yv i .

for |QW -income elderly péople have taken place

statement . ‘
' : in the last year or two as well. LR

1, The Impllcatlons of the Serrano casé are ~ ’Outside the - South, Minnesgla ralsed “the

ot only morally right, but.are educationally - share of state spending for education to 60 per-"

" soundi-and the States should modify their

. cent in 1972 and 70 percent’in’ 1973, provudmg
systems of financial support of education :

"'some property tax relief and raising its sales and

v to enact into law the principles enunciated - ) ~ corporate income taxes in the procesé The . -
“in that case. - . . " Utah legislature upped the state share of sup- .
2. The States should rec:ogm?_é mequmes ' port m 70 perc’ent to 76 percent, and in-
where they exist within the present property N creas£ dramatically the total school budget; it
tax systems and should make strong posi-~* . - also designed a new system that is attempting™
tive moves to assure that all citizens bear - to equallze spendmg among districts and be re- .. i
*~an ®quitable share-of. the tax burden,.. oo sponsible  to “differing ™ student” Vneeds “North~= =~
At the.national level, the issug received full . Dakota this year moved from 42 percent fo 70
recagmtmn when a President’'s Commission on - * percent state support for operating costs. Mary-
Schoo! Finance wds established in 1970. s land has been trying out a scheme for full state -
report, released in 1972 4dfter considerable - fundmg ‘of all construction and renovation costs, -
study, seemed rather modest in its recommenda- and the plan seems to be working out to every-- .
tions. The panel put strong emphasis on state one's satisfaction. Kansas and Montana have
responsibility for education, and recommended - - both enacted versions of *‘district power equaliz-
about $5 billion- of federal money. over a five - ) S : ol ’
" year period to smooth over a transfer from local - T4 Sommssion iepei sso deal wih s b ot eiher chenges
to étafe taxation.*! In June, 1973, a billwas intro- Appendlx €, slorg with malaral rom Ures relied naiignal sources
duced into Congress by Senator Jacob Javits " Gl SRR SIS M, e U5
g [+ 3= ' '55 o
O 32 2 X9 K




*Ing the. polttical stsps Jo reform..In Mtchlgan th
- Governorfailed at the polls to carry hls. ortginal
proposat whic.h would have mstttuted not only’a
- progressive state income tax to replace the local
- -tax for education but also én tmprovsd distnbu-
“ tion- $ystem. Ha. is. now . testing a second: and.:
- “somewhat " less - ambitious - plan in-the state -
‘ assembly Calih;rnia voters alsc: had a chanse

ng"éﬂ'sch'emes in racant Iegtslative assembliés
Severgl states under court.order are consider-

al whi

passv a

into law in Florida: That:

"'.séhr:csl" finance - in fhé
: thrcugheut the: natlon

has. just been passed;‘,
tate had sorme exiszlng,
~‘advantages: chhDol dustrtcts organtzad ‘along s
county Ilnes, fairly unlform: tax effort; -and- a-
_ substantial amount of state fundlnngts school = " ..
- finance - “regulations’ were- a,complex web. of . .
amendments and detalls. which-only the.most .. .
- dedicated. prafessmnals could: understand -8
“fact ,’whtch probably gave’ specual wnpetus ta ac
isla C

_ ; 'cetling of $850 of state and Iacal expendttures
" per pupilon’ every. district. ‘Educators ‘and urban
- . interests wgorauéty oppcsad that change ‘and it .

y limit ‘put on

Idh property taxes

was- voted dowri. The state Ieglslature did in-

crease. the school budget by $2 billion, mostly -
. .directed at poor districts, but. it 1s.still.working

“on more basic"reforms. The New Jersey legis-

lature is likewisg - seekmg alternattves to the

- support to them are targgts of new proposals

sr;hool ftnanzg ldws - effectwe |n July, 1974 and.
" must-therefore cofme up with an alternative by.

then,.

L

o ‘ new plangnes hketbls. R j ST
~state’s present -system. - ln Arizana both--the - -. =
organization of . school cttstrn:ts and flnanclalj

rew r:tut of:a compreﬁgnstve study spansoredf
y-the G#¥ernor,-and ‘out of the commitment of -
" a number. of urban state ‘legislators for. wht)rrtj
. this issue was a major priority. It.is intanded to -
bring Florida's system in.line with the standard - -
... of fiscal. neutraltty" alth@ugh no_sujt_of_the.
: Sarranu type_has been filed. in that stata The‘ .

" local partlctpation 30 per cent of thg total,”"
s based_on a required tax rate of 6,2 mills, -
" This aspéct of the program is equalized jn:." -

-~ —the traditional way: The minimum.guarantee . "~

of $587 for the first year is. higher than in- "

Some strong Ieadershlp is emerglng in stateg '
“which are not yet required by the courts to

change their plans. One of the most interesting

, cases is, Oregon where a plan to replace local

-Governor and most educators — was voted down'

prcperty taxes with state support raised through

new inéome taxes and an assortment of state_
business- and property taxes — a plan passed

by the legislature and strongly supported-by the

in a recent popular referendum
Colorado voters also turnad down a rneasure

| to replace local property taxes with full state

" funding. In New York -a proposal for full state
~ funding with a weighted system of distributi

'-»-present rankmgs has been put forth by the,

taking pupil performance into account &
bringing all systems up to the 65th percent:le of

"»not yet had |t5 rounds in the staté Ieglslature

' Southern ststes range from very dctive regard-

ing education finance reform to very qunet What

follows is ,a brief summary of the refdrm move- -
ments in the eleven Southern states which lie
within the area of the Southern Ftegu:mal Coun- -

cil. Changes may have occured since the com-

pletion of our research, however, and citizohs
-in each state need to keep up wrth events as

" they come along.

FLORIDA >

The most impressive legislation’ reforming

a

T

-most- other- SDuthern -gtates:-

- e Additional funds cén be adde:i at the local
_ - level by -voluntary taxing above the 6.2 mill" )
~ required minimum, Up to.a ceiling. of 10 J
" mills. This local fundlng is to some extent -
“nower equalized’ ™~ that is, each mill of -
" property tax must'prod’/de a specific yleld
($42 per mill per child) or the state has to
"~ make up thé dtfference There is, however o
those districts whn:.h raise more than tha
) guaranteé -

e The d:stnbutron of state funds has’ twco ma-’
= jor tnn_bv,atlons in response to the’ idea:of .
" funding 'both educational needs and cost .-

_ differences. _First, the state discarded the - .~ 7~
"idea of funding by personnel unit (so many ’
dollars per teacher or.classroom) and in- . "¢
stead "assigned new funding categories = -

- based’onstudents: a‘higher value for voca-- =
tional -education and special education. '
students of different kinds, for example, and
a special supplement for students.in com-

" pensatory education programs. Second, a:
.~ cost-of-living index  was designed (which -

"atlows for annual adjustments) so that dis-'

] tru:ts..m more éxpenswé areas of the state .
(chiefly CItIES) get more funds. ‘

* A major new investment of $89.5 mi_llion
= from the state for school construction will
';-’:Si'e;iéhg}:iter tll' far & description of ““power equallzing'.
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- in edditien the etete is mereeemg ifs share

. i =Anether |mportent mnovatieh in the Ieglelef‘-l
o tLon is |te requrremente of repprtmg and- ee=
' : t kee

0 tegleleturee He\r\rever the_ rrew Vnrginle 8ys-

of tranepertation eOete to TG% The eon='.j ’

forr I"basis, ar

“make public Information about costs,;com

pereblltty, .and achievement on-awstandard-

“ized beene In’ due course, the etete expects

brto beina mueh better position’ to. eveiuete,
whet edueetlen costs end produeee

- The néw Fiorida plan does not' inclide” soifia

chengee for- which - reformers “might wish, In "

_ particular, it represents.” an improvement for .

urban |ntereete without correepondmg ettentlon
to. such probleme as those of rural _migrant chil-
dren: But'it'is a long step towarda: rational state

" system whleh tries not.only to approach the test - -

of fiscal neutrality, but also to adjust a finance 7
program , to dtfferlng edueetnonel neede and

~costs: ;
_ VIRGINIA
A reeent Teek Eorce eppelnggd by the Gover- ’

“nor recommended some major changes beeed':' n R
an the comparatively rigorous requifements of . AT

. quality edueatlon in Vlrgmlae new etete cen-_ ‘
_ etttutlen v G
A .The first. etep towerd lmplementmg its recom-
: mendetrone was the passgge by the Iegleleture
of a new. “Standards of Quellty" program, which
. began, Jily, 1972, To fund ‘these mprevemeete*
a new state 3id guarantee i& set at $628 per pupll
expenditure, . raised from ‘both ldcal and state
sources. The local tax was made mandetory at
. a substantial level to instye that districts whieh
" formerly refused to support schools’ weﬁld have
-to_participate. A eupplementery fund of $24.6
ITlt"lOfl was then voted to help poorer districts

_‘meet_ thelr_ehere of_the {'Standdrds of Quahty

" cost.. .
The Teek Ferce however ‘made a number of
.longer range euggeetlone including a revised

' local tax index, eeecneL eempeneetory .aid for
!ow -achieving puplle and-for sparsely pepu!eted :
dletrlete, incentive grente for quality programs,
‘and the possibility of full state funding for the
extra costs of vocational, epeelel education,, .and

cempeneetory programs. .
The combination of a‘new money-raremg pten'
plus an outline for the future, gives a hopeful
start toward reform, and proves that strong

N
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“way the" Iegie|eturewwll meve

Ieederehrp’ een )

em does not meet ‘the etenderd of’ fiscal’ neutra

. |ty ‘Also, more. needs to be done to. make the. - e
" distribution formula.more. reepeneive to differ- .-
.. ing situations and to make more accurate deter-_‘ S

minetiene of e eehool dretnet 5 eapeelty te pey o

irst. -to-go-to-th
ositive. Court mandate failed : o
nowever, the legleieture has put -off mekmg e_

: : Beeieion about. change In spite of the vigorous -
“lstudy ‘and ferment of the -past two years, " U

The ‘extent to which the Texas school finance -
system ‘discrir inetee egeinet poor districts and-

~\'against Chicano students in particular has been =~

well documented, both in the material prépared ..~
for. the Rodriguez case and also by the U S L

‘Gommission on Civil Htghte%

-1 Altérnative proposals for- reform have been -
preeented to the state |egre|eture by a governor s
committee, by a state senate committee, by the = :»
Texas Education Agency, and by the Texas State
Teachers Association.- It.is ‘not yet eteer whleh-. A

,-l,-,-,_,

{+dren simply because they happen to live in‘a

“W|II we tolerete a fmanee eyetem thet for a
number of reasons, -providesstwice a much
money for the edutation of some of.its chil-

“particular school district?" If our answer to
this basic question is'no, we have begun' the »
search for a more eqUItable system of fmene- S
mg public education.” .o
-Jesse A, Coles, Jr.-
Deputy Supermtendent\for Admlmetretlon
: and Planning’
. -South Carolina State Debartmer\t of .
.Education

Apn|1e7e V;. fltle

Jor etudy by the Depertment of :dueenon in
1972. State -Superintendent Cyril Busbee has
formed an Adyisoty Council on’ 'Equitable'School
Fmenee which .includes |eeemg ‘Iegreletore and .
edueatron officials. The. .state- .department. i
geermg up te.\etudy and teet verleLJe reform_ )

?'M“lenn Amnﬁ::n&ueﬂlnn in Tua; A Fune!len of Weslth (U. &

Eemmleeteé on Civll-Rights, Govarnment Printing Office: Washington,
C. 20402, Stock Number 0500-0079, 5,55,) . )



based on Iocal property wealth Funds were: not
‘ appropnated for this equahzmg, although funds.
" which DthEFWISE ‘would-lapse:could be used by
: the State Eaard of Edugatlon toward thns end.’« L

'ssbclatlori of Umversny WDmen the Urban_,'»r-'
: ;.League and the Amerlcan Frlends Sar\nce Gom-

S 4973 27, i i = s
_ MéanwhlleSqme interest mafullstate fundlng
‘*»'program has' been expressed by a’ few State -

' offlmals ¢ L

A MISEISSIFPI SN
N The Governor of MISSIESIppI appcmted a major
Schoo| Finance Study Group in-1972, whose re-
: vpél‘t Mississippi - Publia School FmanCEg is ¥
.available.through, theﬁState Depart@ent af Edu-
“cation. ;- = .
" The. repmt recommends contmumg the local .
- share.. of schoo| fmanca .based'on a required

/perc:ent .of the total or Ellmlnate thém alto- .

-gether.2* The second, undertaken by- a,group of
. school admmlstrators and teachers is due soon. .
“A full state funding proposal ‘was mtrcduced in
the 1973 Iegmlatnve Sesston but no aptlon was

© minimum local {ax, with @ revised tax assess- . taken, . o L .
% ment system to dlstnbute the tax burden more -~ - : LDUISlANA e (-?—"ﬁf'; ‘
. f . L
et ot Taagen B S Susenn 1 Escnlon, Lo
p g 9 E Mlchot has appomted a Task Forca fDrsFmanEex .
tru:t Grganlzatlon ) : e L
" The . stud roup’s réccmmendatlmﬁs are - to study ‘current methods of. ,,,nanclng pubyc
y _group’ E education in Louisiana. The: wbrk of the.Task
rather modest attempts to .make the :system : _
: “Force has not been completed and &-repofrt’is .
_simpler, more understandable and fairer, with B
* some: commiltment to A “power equalized” sys- -« not yet avanable A report shqujd be présented
i & ‘P q y " some time d"rmg the current fiscal year: ]

- Even £0,. there 'Sias yet no mdlcatlon that: + -~ The state Ieglslature has abdlished :the® %%

. .meﬁlfagfﬂiure will f0||gf,ithese ||m|t§d ‘rec:om-! . . mill S;Etev*—pmperty tax and the property tax. re--
A ue e Do L v Ilef fund Equalization of property tax 3553555;. .
L TENNESSEE R ment practlces is c:urrently being*litigated. - !
The state leglslature create ,'ﬁKMEﬁérmZE : Lt ALABAMA ' ' '
] 72 which Lol Ter T
“Qn and’ Reform. Commission yn 1972 which is : Thoggh Alabama in 1935 was Qne of the fn’st‘- o

a y d schd =
gwmg SENDUS cans@er tlon? a rewse SC. =Dl ) - gtates in the nation to ado;st a Minimum Pro-:

~gram for Education, there have been few - -
changes m it since then There is'at preséﬁt no

“other states Florida, in partmular T'he C:{ rie
mission’s recommendat:ons have not yet bg
pubhshed but it has released two mtei‘im}ﬁr‘;
* ports, The fmal recammendatlons were sche,f-
~uled® fox December 1973, release T :

. N . ki a
i GEORGIA ° ’ . questlon hawever as the clsssmcatlon of prcpg

" the 1973 session of the. Georgla General As- o ertyis Ieft to’ the discretion of each Iécal tax
- AT assessor : el e

séembly créated & :Commission to’,
" Minimum Foundation .Program for _Edd’catlon
The Commlssnon |s d:vnded mto three subcom-

‘ices, and the general educatlon prégram lt is . —,The agenaies are. circ
. c:onadenng .alternatives .for schoof finance, m— ' ean be . “‘3',‘:“
. cludmg varlatlorfé of d|5tr|ct power equahzmg'

ﬁhmbar “of batkgra\md ‘papers which
Hoo-Bautth Carolina Community . Relatlona -
Séwléa Commifted; 704 Gc|umb!§ Bulld-

. ® . i LEd s g

85




e Ger‘neral

,.VC‘ISiOF\ and was dlssalved on. May 1(j 19737 A R
summar,y Qf |ts wark and ts. recammendatlons_' -

Durmg

‘states,’. sﬂbscribe ta t‘he Lsglslahve Hevnaw
. “i 1

Tn keep up w1th new develcpmernta in all the

o
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151' g schocl fmance system

bvious . from. the foregoing that. ..~

are far ahead of ners in thls fleld

- tunrtY!rr:»rnomtér and evaluate onte Df the most
far-reaching- refarms yet “enacted. Not pnly

. ‘citizens of that staté, but also groups from other-:

parts of the South, need to study what |ts actual’

" results will be for improving educatlonal oppor-. )

!-tumty for all children. .
In other Soutﬁern state:

PR [} be:more wndsly mfarmed about

v 3 Generalé publn: mlerasl in the issue. '
Gnce the facts are in hand, the: pub.hc needs -

. Interes\ed groups can clrculate

he. problem... = .. . ..
information

thrpugh publrc meatmgs. ‘press interviews,, dis- . .

 tributién‘of -publications;- and :maitings through " -
“other I'Elatéd agencras Manyiprcfessmnal and -0

in/this sub-"

state ‘education  assqciatigns,- teacher.

private associations ‘are lnte'
. ject:-
groups, PTA's, crvrl rlghts groy
. legal services agenmes, bus
-..'League. of Women Voters; labg

, _,'plans ‘havesnot yet been 4
-groups can follpw a series of siep
reform.

HAT . : >

1. Undérsland the slate,;marme syslem

art State’ education

A fll‘$t agenda item must always be homework: ~
ein genéral and-
harticular system’
Bliography in: this' -

=- -":} ar éﬁGIES WI|| alscj send more material on the

s,
oper’atmg

2, Da:umeni lhe inequltles in- yaur SIEE
To find out how Lmequal the present srtuatl

is, and which distrr a’nd areas of the state a

at an. unfair dlsad- ,ntsge reqmres a prgfe

taxes - ~and dlstnbutnéﬁ sr:hemes now’

sional study of tax rates, assessment prachces P

.- property valuas ‘and ‘state and local funding
r"’"practrces ‘Suchistudies-have already been-done

: m Florida by the Governor's Committee; -and_ in .

cas as part of the documentatlon of the, Rodri- > -
egal siit."Studies of-North Carolina and -

= Sou h"Garr:lma havealscv been done during the-

‘A.alast two years (see brbhbgr’aphy) STy

w. In other states it may be necessary to enllst ,
the hélp of a unwersny research team or.the -
state educatlon department Such a study. cpuld.

' ‘be. financed by the 'state gavernmerrt., ‘COT

- sioned by the sta{a leglslature sponsored by a“

. Beyond snmply mskmg pécplé aware of: the;v R
~.problem, advecates of reform need to, begln to "

: -'umvarsrty IfSélf or‘_prrvately fmanced wr-th foun—, '

40

and 50 cm. Jclntly sponsored pu
gdtized, with good’ pris
can-beg offered to meéj}g
ound the state, so that’

i groUps

EtIVES

‘ 'i-';~ i

Thei key™b schogi
hands’ of- -glacted offlclals Those on. educatlpn
committees or tax committees, and those known

__4! Get cp%tmant rram ereéiea P {:ure ﬁfﬂcigls
' y finance reform. is .in_.the

ings both to spéak and to listen, and to sit with
" smaller-groups of lﬁlerésted cmzeﬁs for lnformal
; exchanges of . ideas. - -

Another’ rmportant focus of attenhon should
" be“thé state boards of education, state educa-

" have afchance to study and: consrder altern- .

o to have a continui'ng mterest in equality and, :

w10 know the facts to be mvned to pubhc meet-\=

_tion officials; and those pn the: Governor's staff . - -

| whose respcnsrblhty covers ‘dducation -and fi-"

‘nance. People working in the. public interest on

this question’ ‘should have communication and

B n"\eehngs wuth them as well; -

- .

L

5 Set some geals, Hee o ey A

get a public interest’ Gonsensus on goals for the

might be wi
. or reform of property assessment practices be-
_fpre.seekmg a new /monaey raising or drstrlbut!cn
) A - i . =Lt o -

R - . -
A C o 8T
- . B

shgrt term and longer _term.- In ‘some states. it
1 ’._seeks some mmal tax reforr‘n’ ’

Com

£on
B



. There aré a nui

- cluded in

"

. scheme, The tax issues shouid be ssrefully

and \!II ‘make clear the sholcs of new sducatloﬁ '

taxss to rsplass an: |nsdsqua't-s syslem csn havs

umvsrslty or prwstsly sponsored rssssn:h ‘and
dlssussion can bs of assistance.” )

. 6. Consider legal slternauvss

If your state officials seem unwilling to move
on this issue, it may be necessary to file suit in
a state court to force them to face the problem.
ber of groups with htlgahon ax-
f:s|d whn:h ean sdwss on 1hs

psrisnss%‘i:ﬁ thi
best procsdu

7. Prspsrs for an extended effort.

SOUTHERN STATE. CONSTITUTIONAL
REQUIREMENTS -

:Formst for this appsndm

A Gonstltutlonsl prowslons for education.
Statutory prowsmns (|f dlffsrsnt from con-

stitution).

. school finance; if dmtstsd by canstltutlon
a orststuts ey

Source: Informsuon derived. from AGLLJ State’

~ .Studies prepared for SRC.
ALABAMA _ .

_A, The Alabama constltutlon was smsndsd in
1956 to make it clear that there is no right
to a public education. Article XIV, Séction
- 256: . .

“It is the pollsy of the state of Alabsma
" 'to foster and promote the education of
its citizens . . . . but nothing in this Con-
stitution shall be construed as creating
or recognizing any right to education or
{raining at public expense . "
Tho:logislaturg may by taw provldo for

or authqrize the ostablishmenpt nnd -

oporation of schools by such pors

plncss and upon such conditions as it

= may prescribe .
B3. Tho Stato supurlmondont of odusmion {o-

- gother with tho state board of aducation,

z has control over mattors rolating ta {l-
nange: ’

g A

Tit. 52, 50¢, 34: . .
Tho Slntk{, ,mnrd of oducantion .hull havao

the powol nnd authorlly, to* promulgnty’

rulos and rogulatlona govorning tho right
and mothod of raviow, and digpoaition

Sc:hool fmsr\cs rsform WI|| doubtless not come

B. Office, officers, or boards rsSponsibls for-

sgoncloﬁ or municipalitios, at such'

- =

in'a neat package, all at once, even when it

comes. States are likely to settle for insufficient

changes first, or complicated amendments to

present .systéms whose effects may be hard

to asBess. But by keeping in touch with changes’

all over the country; watching. dsvslopmsnts in

- Florida with special sttsntlon and retaining good

, profss ijonal advice, Southsrn groups can keep
gy and their results at a high level.

To seek equity in the raising and spending of
money on schaols promises to be ‘a long and -
absorbing task. When some measure of financial
equity is won, there will still remain grave edu-

~_cational problems, in particular for low-income
and minority children. -But equalizing school
finance is an absolutely essential step toward
the promise of equal educational apportunity
for all !hs shildrsn in America -

upon review, by ths stats supsrmtsndsntv B
of education of actions and orders .
relating to finance and other r'ns ors
' seriously affecting educational. mtsrest
T|t 52} Sec. 43: v
‘The State supsrmtsndent of, sducstlon
shall make the annual apportionment of
~ school funds to the several counties of
s - thestate as provnded inthis title.”

ARKANSAS : .
. The Arkansas constitution requites that
; the state establish and maintain a public -
= school system. Article XIV, Sec. I:

“Intelligence and virfue being the safe-

"guard of liberty and bulwark of a free

and good government, the state shall

ever maintain a general, suitable and
efficient system of free public schools,

and shall adopt all suitable nieans to

. secure to the people the sdvantsgss and
opportunitlssasf education.” . '

B. The Board of School Directors of each
E school district In the state Is charged with
tho general managoment of the public
schogls. '(Arkansas Codo Titlo 80 Sect.

509) A stato board ofieducation Is respon-

sible for approving and suporvising the use
“of funds for all buildings and school equip-"
mont. (Title 80, Sect. 113)

FLQHIDA

A. The Florida constitution roqulres tho stato
to provide for froo public schools. Artlclo

1X, Soctlon 1:
”Adoqumo pravlslon shall bo mado by
~law for a unlform systom of freo public
§#hools and for tho establishmont, maln-
{fononco and oparatlon of institutions of
highar learning and othor public educa-. -

41 !
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tion programs that the needs of the
people may require.”
This is restated and emphasnzed in Florida
statues 228.01 and 228.04. Also, statute .
229.01: .
*Public edugatmﬁ is basically a function
‘and responsubllny of the state. The re-
sponsibility for- establishing such min-
imu,m stsﬁcfards and regulations as shz:li

gc:hools and adequate ecjut:at:Onal c:lp-

portunities for all children is retained by

the state.”
Each county school district has the respon-
sibility of the gctual operation and admin-
istration of its schools. (230.01) There is a
state board of education which is_the chief
policy-making and coordinating body of -
public education in Florida. (228.053)

w

GEORGIA

A. The Geargia constitution estabhshes that
the-state has a primary obligation to pro-
. vide an adequate education for its citizens.
. Section 2-6401.0f the Constitution:
“‘The provision of an adequate education
‘ fDr the citizens shall be a primsry obliga-
of whu:h shall .be provndec’l for by taxa-
~ tion."
Section 2-7502:
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Cons titution, the General Assembly
may by law provide for grants of State,
county. or municipal funds of the State
for educational purposes, in discharge
of all obligations of the ‘State to provide
adequate edication for its citizens.".
In 1961, however, an Act was passed allow-
‘ing the suspension of operation of public
‘schools, 32-801:
“Any county, city or other local school
systam may at any tima by a resolution -~ %
of its membors, call an_clection on the
question of suspénding operation of the
public schools under said board's juris-
~digtion ... ’ ’ _
This has never occurad, thus the ‘constitu- -
tionality of it has novar boon dotormined.
B. Thao Goorgia Codo ostablishes and dolinos
tho role of Tho 5t im Board of Educ: mcm
32-603: -
“Tho state board shall nmrmli:'xh andd
onforco minlmum  standards  for  tho
oparition of all phasos of publle school o
oducation in Goorgin and for oporation.
axtont possiblo, equal and adoquato
oducational progroms, cuwrricula, olfor-

of all public elementary and secondary
schools and local schools administration
in Georgia so as to assure to greatest
.ings, opportunities and facilities for all
Georgla s chnldren and youth .

,,,,,,,, 3!

A. The Louisiana constitution requires the

state to provide for thé education of the
children of the state."Article XI|, Section 1:

“The !eglslatme shall provide for the '

education of the school children of the

state. The public school system shall in- - -

clude all public schools and all institu-

tions of Iearning operated by state
. -agencies.’ :

B. The Constitution creates a State Board of

Education; Article XIl, Section 4:

“There is hereby created a State Board
~of Education, to be composed of eleven
“members as follows . . . . The legislature
‘shall prescribe the duties of said board

~and define its powers; provided, that
“  said board shall not control the business

‘affairs of parish school boards nor the

selection or removal of their officers and

. directors.” o

C. The parish school boards are responsible

for all business affairs of the schools in

‘ their parishes, including the allocation of
financlal resources.

Louisiana Code, Title 17, Section 81:
“Each school board shall exercise. prop-
er vigilance in securing for the schools
of the parish all funds destinad for the
support of the schools, including the
state funds apportioned thereto, dnd all
other funds.” c

1

mississiPPl -

A. The state of Mississippi is under no con-
stitutional duty to maintain a public school
systoam, although the leglislature may,'In lts
discrotion, provido for frgb public schools.
Articlo 8, Soction 201:

"The logislature may, In its discrotion,
provido for the maintonance and ostab-
ishmont of freo publlc schools for all

childron botwoen tho ages of slx and ~

twonty-ona, by taxation or othorwise,
and with such grados as tho Loglaslaturo
mny provida.” .
Articlo 8, Soction 205:

"The Laoglaloture may, In its discrotion,
providoe for thg-maintonance and ostab-
Hshimont o / froo publlc school or
school In oach county In the stito, with
such torm, or terma, as the logisinture
may prescrbe,” .

39
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MISEISSIPDI statutes, as, cpposed to the

" Constitution, provide that the state shall
maintain a uniform ‘system of free public-

schools, Miss. Code; Section.37-13-1. As-
a matter of construction, however, the
constitution-prevails over the statute,
Section 213-B of Article 8 of the Constitu-
tion provides that the Legislature may
close all the public schools:

"Regardless of any provision of Article’

8, or any other provisions of this consti-
tution to the contrary, the legislature
shall be and is hereby authorized and:

empowered; by a two-thirds vote of

those pres&nt and voting in each House,
to abolish the public schools in this’
state, and enact suntable Ieglslancm io
;effect the same.’
Article §of the state GOﬂStllutIDﬂ prcwdes
for the office of superintendent of educa-
tion, the superintendents of education of
the various counties, and for a state board

of education. The statesboard of educa-
tion is constitutionally required to man- |

age and invest the state school funds.

Article 8, Section 203: '
“There shall be a board of education,
consisting of the secretary of state, the
attorney-general, and the superintendent

®»of public education, for the management
and investment of the school funds ac-

~cording to law, and for the performance
of such other duties as may be pre-
scribed.”

NORTH CAROLINA

A. The constitution of North Canolina requires -

that the state progide a system of freo

public schools.

Article 1X, Section 1:
Religion, moralily and knowlﬂdge being
‘nacessary to good govaernmant and the
happinoss of mankind, schools, librarios,
and tho moans of educgtion shall for-
ovar be oncquragod.”

Articlo IX, Soction 2:
“Tho Ganaral Assombly shall provide by
taxation and otharwiso for a gonorol and
uniform systom of free public schools,
which shall be maintiined at loast nino
months in avary yoor, nnd whoroin.oqual

opportunitios shall bo providad for il

studonts,”
This Is rostited und amphasizod in tho
Codo of Luwn of North Cmnllnn,
115-
Tho North Cirolina Cade ustablishos o
State Bowrd 'of Education Sectlon 115-2:

Saction .

43

“The general supervision and adminis-
tration of the free public school system
shall be vested in the State Board“of
Education, to consist of the Lieutenant
Governor, the State Treasurer, and 11
members appointed by the Governor,
subject to confirmation by the General
Aséembly in jéint session !

duties of county and c:lty schocl boards

* “It shall be the duty of county and city
boards_of education to provide an ad-
equate school system within their re-
spective admnmstrahve umt as direct-
ed by law.
Said boards of education shall have
general control and supervision of all
" matters pertaihing to the public schools
in their respective administrative units’
and they shall enforce the school law In
their respechve units."

'C. The General Assembly has éonstitutionaﬁ

authority to assign to units of local govern-
ment responsibility for the financial sup-.
port of the free public schoo!s to the extént

that it deems appropriate. (see Fuller v,

Ldckhart,
(1938) ).

209 N. C. 61., 182'S. E. 733

SOUTH CARGLINA
A. The South Carolina: Eansmutlon provides

that the State shall maintain a.segregated
school system. Article 11, Section 7:
"“Separate schools shall be provided for
children of the white and colored races,
and no child of either race shall aver
be permitted to attend a school provided
for children of the other race.” -
While the provisions requiring segrogation
of tho races in public schools are null and
vold, Section 7 of Article Il is a recognition
of tha general duty of the stato to provida

. schools.

'ampawam the Stato Banrd or Educatl@ni

Soction 21-45;
"Tho state Board of "Education shall
havo tho powar to: Adopt policiosrulos
and rogulntions not Inconsistont with
tho laws of tho Stato for its own govorn-
mont and for the govarnment of the freo
public schools . ... -
Annunlly approve budget roquosta for
the Insthutions, agonelos, nnd sorvico
undor tha control of tha Board ng pro-
pared by tho Stato. Suparintondont of

- Eduention . . . . Adopt minlmum stan-
darda for nny phaso of oducation na aro ~



considered ngcessary to aid in providing -~ TEXAS 1 S

- educational interests”
districts, and who have exclusive authority
: 7to apérate or not

adequate eddcational Dppcrtuﬂltles and , A, The Texas C:cmsmutwﬁ requxres the state
facilities.” to provnde a system of free pubhc schools -

The actual operatlon of the schools, how-

ever, is the prerogative of local-boards of *

trustees who “manage and control local
in their respective

!“The board of trustees shall. Control
- educational interest of its district. Man-

age and control local educational in-
terests of its district, with the exclusnvef_

authority to operate or rot to operate
any public school or schools . .~ . "

TENNESSEE

A. The constitution of Tennessee p1aces thé.

Assembly . to
';Article

duty "upon the General
“cherish literalure and science’
11, Section 12:

"Knowledge, learning, and Vnrtue being,

essential to the preservation nf repub-
" lican institutions, and the diffusion ot the

. opportunities and advantages of educa-.

tion throughout the different portions of
the State . . . it shall be the duty of the
General Assembly in all future periods
to cherish literature and science. And
the fund calied comfon school fund . . .
shall remain a perpetual fund . ;. ap-

propriated to. the support and encour-.

agement of common schools throughout
the State for the equai benefit of all
the persons thoreof .. .." -

Section 12 has been mterpretad by, State'

Courts as Gontgmplatmg the establish-
ment of a common school system, and
manifesting the intention of the people
that-the education of childrer v
system of ‘common schools hould be a
state purposo.

Tennosseo. Statuto 49- 1DD1 and 49-1105,
provida for tho ostablishmont ‘of ‘olomen- -

tary and hlgh schools.

B.'Public education in Tennessoo Is admin-

. Istorod- by n state board of education, a
“commiissionor of education, county' and

clty boards of education, and county sup- -

aorintondonts of oducation.
102),

The commissionar of oducation has a gon-
orai duty to suporviso tho public schooly
(Soction 49-105(3) ) whilo county Lmurf
havo basic rosponsibility “to manage nnd
control all county public echools estab:
lishod or that may bo astablishad”, (Soc-
{lon 49-214(2) ),

(Soction 49-
2

to operate public

through a ..

11

Article VII, Section 1:
“A general-diffusion of knowledge bemg
essential
liberties and rights of the people, it shall

. be the duty of the Legisiature of. the
_State .to establish and make suitable
+ provision for the support and-"mainte-
nance of an effnzient system of public
frea—schools "

It shauld be noted, however ‘that Article -

3, Sectnon 56 of the Gonstitution prohlbns
the state legislature from passing laws
regulating the affairs of schoot dnstncts
Article .3, SECIIOI"I‘ 56: ’
‘The Leglslature shall not, Exéept as
Gtherwnse provided in this EOI"IStItLIlIOhi
pass any local or special law . .. regulat:
mg the affairs of counties, cmes town
'wards or school districts; creatmg of-
fices ot prescribing ‘the powers and
duties of officers, in counties, cities,
towns, election-or school districts.”

In 1969 thé'Texés Legisliélure“passed a

Sec’:tt@n 2. QB
“The educational |ﬁst|tutians covered by
this code are designed for and are open
“to thelpeople of the state of Texas, sub-

.ject only to such’ rules and regulations °

_as the governing boards of such insti-
tutions may be authorized in this code to
make and enforce for the welfare of the
Various institutions under their control.”

A Central Education Agency exercises

general c@ntral of pUbllG education at the

state level. Section 11.01: :
“The State'Board of.Educatibn, the Stata
Board for Vocational Education, the
state commissioner of education and
the " State Department of Education
shall camprlﬁa tha Contral Educatlon
Agency.”

-Soction 11 DE

“The Centrai Education Agoncy shsll
oxorclso goneral control of the system
of public education at the stato lovel In
accordanco with. tho provisions of this
codo,"

Tho state Board of Education Is tho pollcy— ‘

. forming and planning body for tho publlc

school systom, (Soction 11.24)
Stato low prohibits tho stato from closing,
consolidating or annaxing any put\lle
school district, (Sncllan 11,14)
Tho gmmrﬂl mnnngcmgnt of the publlc:
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schogls unless otherwnse provided by law

is vested in county boards of school trus-
tees. (Section 17.01) -
Section 19.068: (c).

“The boards of trustees shall have all .

rights and powers of taxation as pro-

" vided for indépendent school districts,

. including assessing- and valuing ér@pa

erty for taxation, fixing tax rates, and

lssumg bonds."”

VIRGINIA.. S |
A. The Virginia State Constitution requires

the state to provndea system of free put;shc- i

schools.
Article VI, Section 1:

“The General Assembly shall provide for

a system, of free public schools for all
children of school age throughout the

,Commonwealth; and shall seek to en- -

sure that an educational program of

high™quality is established ahd contlnsx

ually maintained.”

" Article VI, Section 2:

“Standards of quality; -State and local
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-tem.

’gupport of public schools—Standards of |
quality for the severar school -divisions *
shall be determined 'and prescribed
from tume to time by the Board of Edu--.

- cation, subject to revision only by the
General Assembly.”

ln 1972 the General Assembly passed the

"code providing the standards of quality
of education, placing the burdens for the

standards on all levels of the school sys-
The state laws authorize the closing of the
schools whén federal authorities, civil or
military, are employed “for the purpose of
policing the operation of any public
school". (Sections 22- 188 50 and 22-188-
51)

TI‘@ constitution éstabllshes thé anrd of

~ Education; Article 8, Section 5. The super-

vision of schools in each district is vested

. in division school boards. (Article Vill,
. Section 7) Though not autonomous, the

local boards have authanty and duties
under the statues. (22-63, 22- 72) _
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. APPENDIX E
Study and F{eadmg Gu:dé :
BASIC BACKGROUND BOOKS

.Gharles S. Benson, The Economics of Public

Education, - Houghtorn lefhn Companyi Boston,

“An academlc \:orﬁprehenswe clear book.
Sections explaining tax sources, state aid
. plans, and metropolitan needs are ESDEEIEI*
ly useful.

John Coons, William Clune and Stephen Sugar-

sman, Private Wealth and Public Education. Belk-

nap Press of Harvard, 1971. '

- A long and scholarly legal explanation of
the theory of inequality among districts.
These men were important in sparking the

. school finance movement, and have pro-
“duced -one of the fundamental documents.

They advocate local partlclpanon and ‘pow-
er equalizing”. :

Arthur Wise, Rich Schanls Paar Sehnaisz The -

Promise of Equal Educational Opportunity. Uni-

. versity of Chicago Press, 1969.

' Professor Wise was the original praponent;
“of the theory of unconstltut|0nallty, and has

,,,,,, This book
deals with the Iegal s:de of the issue.’

'Robert Reischauer and Robert Hartman -Reform-

ing School Finance, Brookings Instltuhéh 1775

Massachusetts Avenue Washmgtorn D. G, 1973,

Paperback $2.50.
Scholarly and clear -look at the-question,
mostly from the perspective of gconomics
and public -policy. Three major sections
deal with (1) the rising costs of schools; (2)
inequalities among districts and among
cities; and (3) problems of nonpubht
schools. Good explanation of the prcss and
cons of property tax. No position on reform,
but an objective view @f alternatives and
consequences.

SHDETEE PAPERBACKS AND PAMPHLETS

Charles Daly (Editor) The Quallty of Inequality:
Urban and Suburban Public Schools. University
of Chicago Ceonter for Policy Study, University
of Chicago Press 5750 Ellls Avenuo, Chicago,

- Hlinoisg, 1968,

_ Papers from an early confmancq on school
financo roform, including Profossor Wisa's
statomont of tho constitutional Issuo.

Communications Coalition for Educatlonal

Chango, Paylng for Our Schools. Box 19090, -

Washington, D. C. 20036, 1972,

A brlﬂf aummary, moqtly on diffarant nlter- :

14

A “natives avallable for change. No- recorﬁ-
mendations.

. AFL-CIO, Financing the Schools: An AFL-CID .
* View. 815 Sixteenth Street N.W., Wsshmgton ﬁ

D. C. 200086. 1972, A
A brief pamphlet, making the case fgr equal- -
izing expenditures with major. help from the .
federal government.

‘Marian F. Bendixsen, In Search of Equality:

School Finance Revisited. National Committee

. for,Support of the Public Schools, 1424 Sixteen-
. th Street N.W. Washington, D. C. 20036 1972,

A moré comprehensive study with relevant
_tables and statlstlcs Dbjechve treatrﬁent of
alternatlves v

" Daniel P. Moynihan, Equalizing Educahén - In
 Whose Benefit? The Public Interest, 10 East 53rd
Street, New York, New York. Number 29, Fall - -
1972. Back issue $2.75.

In Moynihan's usual brisk style he puts
down the need for further equalizing be-
cause it would cost too much, without
pr‘bof that more money WI|| :mprgve quallty.

’ go er teachers salarles whn:h would have "
the effect of making incomes more unequal

Yale Rewew of Law and Social Action, Winter

1971 lssue. Box 87, Yale- Law School, New.

Haven Connecticut DSSED o
rano decnsu:n and pgssnble Iegrslanve re- .
forms to follow.

Education. Commigsion of the States Under-

standing Education’s Financlal Dilemma. Report

24, April 1972. $1.00 from-ECS, 1860 Lincoln

Street, Danver, Colorado 80203.

" . A detailed pamphlet, including twelve theo-
retical models for change. .

-GOVERNMENT SPGNSQHED REPQRTS

President's Commission on School Fmance,
Finail Report, Schools, People and Mnnay, March
1972. Governmeant Printing Office, Washington,

" D. C. 20402, Number 1780-0965. $1.,00,

~ The Commission was: established in 1970,
and Issued Its report In 1972, It emphasizes
state responsibility for educatlon, and rec-
ommends full state funding with a possible
Tocal add-on of not mora than 10%. It sug-

gests that $4-$5 blllion federal doljars would . .

bo necossary to help statos make \the tran-
sition from local taxatlon ovor a flve year .
period. It also recommeonds that states de-
olop indicos of educational cost and noods,
-is woll ng varlous othor roforms,

Thog/Natlonal Educatlon Flnanco Projdkt, Unl-
vofaity of Floridn, 1212 Southwest Fifth. Avenue,
Galnesville, Florida 32601, :
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This $2 million fééearéh!pro;ect} funded by -
the Office of Education, published seven-

volumes on school finance in paperback
from .1969:- through 1971, The study docu-
: ments disparities within and bétwWeen states.
it analyzes economic factors and compara-
tive costs of different pragrams it recom-
mends that states equalize funding with or
without court pressure, providing at least
' 55% of all costs themselves. It recommends
block grants from the federal government
‘to cover about £5% of school costs.
All the volumes can be obtained from the
. project without cost. Of most value are a
60-page pamphlet summing up most of the
work, entitled ““Future Directions for School
Financing"”, and an 84-page one "“Planning

. School Finance Programs, A Study Guide.”

- Task Force on School Finance, Office of Educa- -
" tion. 400 Maryland Avenue, 5. W, Washmgtan

D. C.20202. v
_Thls cfflce carries on a c:ontmumg study of

“role ihfeformi It does not pubhsh books,

- but makes mimeographed documents avail- -

able on request, including “Isstes in School
Finance”, ‘“State Actions Toward School
Finance’ Reform’” .and “State Finance". It
also analyzes new state Iegislation on
school finance. :

PAHTIGUAR EMPHASIS ON LEGAL AND CON-
STITUTIDNAL ISSUES.
J. 8. Commission on Civil Flighjs. Iﬁequ'alily in
Echpq_l_ Financing: The Role of the Law. Clear-
inghouse Publication No. 39, Washington, D. C.
20425, August, 1972, .
A rather detailed and technical summary
of the’ legal issues and major -cases, and
~ some discussion of alternatives. :

D. Gene Watson (Er:htor)_i The Courts Seek Fiscal
Neutrality in Education. University Printing Serv-
ices, lllinois State Unwer ity, Normal, Hlinois,
Jupe 1972. | ‘

C

Articles by varidus - authurs stressing the.

legal developments. Also a summary of two
conferanges, glvmg a good flavor of tha
currant débate, :

Len Dos mond Rodriguez, Robinson and Sghnal
Finance. Research Brie{ #6, Education® Com-
mission of the Statos, 300 Lincoln Tower, 1860
Lincoln Stroet, Denver, Colorado 80203. $1.25.

An oxcollont summary of, tho issues in two’

major court cases, with ‘recommondations
to Iegialamru an next steps. .

Tho Rodriguez opinlon of tho Suprome Lgurt
inclgdlng both tho “majority dm;:quon and the

dissent, can be ohtamed by sendlng 254 wnh,
a request for the Congcessnonal Record for April._
5, 1973, to the Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office, Wsshmgtc)n D. C.

1= 20402.

Other. legal opinions, such as the Serrano
‘statements, can be requested from-‘the Lawyer’ s
Committee . for Civil thhts under Law, 733
Fifteenth Street, N. W., Suite 520, Washingtan,
D. C. 20005, for about $3.00 each.

PARTICULARLY ON TAXES

Eva Galambos, State and Local Taxes in the
- South, 1973. . Southern Regional Council, 52
_ Fairlie Street, Atlanta, Georgla 1973. '

A short summary of Scuthern staté tax
' démce 6n saleg taxes whu::h hxt the pogr'
harder, and that potential tax sources are.
- under- utlllzed ln the South. oL

Advisory Commissu:n on Intergcvernmental.,

’ Relations, Financing Schools and Property Tax

Relief: A Slals Responsibility. ACIR, 726 Jack- :
son Place, N. W Washmgton D. C. Januar_y,_.
. 1973,

A brief report plus m%\&r statlstical tables
prepared at the request of the President to
analyze the burden of local property taxes .
and- the pGSSlblllty of substituting federal ;
ald. It concludes that property taxes sfrould .
be reformed, but continued, and that states -
should increasingly take over school costs
- -without federal help.

Who Should Pay iar Public Schoals‘? Détober‘ ot

1971, - “ “
- This baoklet has many~ mterestmg comé
ments from,a conference on school finance.

“ It is based on the Commission’s belief that
states should assume rgspd’nsil:ility' fé’r
funding schools. - d

Educatlon CDmmlS;IDn of the Etates Praperly‘
form.- 1860 Llncoln Streut. Sunto SDD Danvar
Colorado 80203, '$2.00 1973 _
A careful study of the problems of the prop-
erty tax, which recommends a ' number of
. speclfic reforms rather than abandomng tha
lGCﬂl property tax. -

Leagug of Women Voters, New Trends In Slato

" Finance. 1730 “M'" Stroet N. W., Washington,

D. C, 200386, Publication No. 198, $3a 1973 .
A briof pamphlot on stato taxation pcllcles
mnpha.;;lglng toxos for edugation,

Kannoth E. Gulndryj State afd Local Rovonuo
Potontial 1971, Southern Rogional Education
Board, 1972, o .

45



PARTICULARLY ON THE PRQBLEMS

~ OF CITIES

" LEGISLATIVE REFORM

Betsy Levin, Thomas Muller, Garazcm Sandoval,
The High Cost of Education in Cities. The Urban
Institute, 2100 {'M" Street, N. W., Washington,
D. C. 20037. 1973. 3250 Co .
John SHard; Arthur J. Levin and Norman

;o Drachler, Equity Iar Cities in School Finance Re-
. form. The Poto\;?ac Institute, 1501 Eighteenth

Street, N. W,,
$1.50

PARTICULARLY ON PDLITICS AND

shlngton D. €. 20036.. 1973

"

Michael Cohen, Betsy Levin and Richard Eeaver

. The Political Limits to School Finance Reform.
+ The Urban Institute, 2100 “M"” Street, N. W

Washmgton D. C. 20037. 1973 $1.75

A study of eight states (California, Colorado,’ .

Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, New Hamip-
‘shire, Oklahoma and Oregon). showing how

~‘legislation and politics differ in each one,
.and how changes m:ght be expected to get
under way,

A Legislator’s

. tion GQmmrSsnon of the States 1360 me::oln
Street, Suite. 300, Denver, Colorado 80203. Re-

port #31, February, 1973. $2.00

This report summarizes the issues and de-

“tails new proposals and legislation in

Minnesota, Michigan, Kansas and New York.
_Legislative Review, Education Commission of the

" " States, 1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300, Denver,

-

‘Washington, D. C, 20006) for a

Colorado 80203. The Task Force on School Fi-

nance of the Office of Education, 400 Mdryland

Avenue, S.W.,. Washington, -D. G EDEDE also
reviews state EGIIDI’IS

PARTICULAR REPORTS. ON INDIVIDUAL

- . SOUTHERN STATES S

Summary perlIéS on Alabama Flonda Georgiai'
South
C}arolma and Tennessee were prepared in
mimeographed form by the Syracuse University
Research Corporation (1730 “K'" Street N. W.,

legislators - conference in July, 1972. Sample
school district comparisons are included, and

- the, cost of “leveling up" nltarnatives for aach

state.

Borke, Jool S. and Goottol, Robert J. Financing.

Public Education in South Carolina: Problems

and Prospacts. A roport propared by the Syra- -

cuse University Research Corporation for tho

- South Caroifna Community Relatigns Program,

Octobor, 1972 (mimoo.). Avallablo from SCCRP,
704 Columbin Bulldlng.,COlumblﬂ South Gnroa
lina 29201
46 N

‘Southern stata.
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A ‘study of existing inequities among dis-
tricts in this state, and analysis of the effect -

different changes would produce.
Betsy Levin, Thomas ‘Muller4nd William Scan-
lon, Schools and “Taxes il North Carolina, The
Urban Institute 2100 “M" Street, N.- W. Washmg-
ton, D. C. 1973

' ;present meguntnes in North Garolma and of
the impact of various kinds of changé WhIEh
" might reform‘the system

- Governor's School Flnange StudyIGroup, MISSI §-°
: sippl Public

hool Finance. Febmrary, 1973.

A reeBmmendation to mandate a minimum
local tax, retain local choice of tax effort
‘above the minimum and dlstnbute funds on'
a new persannel unit f@rmula
cusses the need for reform-in schoDI district
orgamzahon : ' C

Governors Citizen's Commlttee on. Educatlon ‘
' Improving Education in Florida. March, 1973,

A comprehensive réport on every aspect ‘of
school finance, including recommendations
which were; largely enacted into law in June,
1973.

Institute of Government, Universiiy of North

Carolina, Report on Norsth Carolina Schoot Fi-:

nances — Responses to  Serrano- Radrlgua:
FIobert E F’hayv’ 1972 L .

tlons foice 1566 Gonnectacut Avenua N. W

JNashington D. C. 20235, Current Issue Report
No. 2: Financing Public Education in Appalachia.

Includes much useful data and factual
tables on all Appalachian states, including
7 Southern states, with emphasis on their
Appalachian countles : -

Programs, 1971-72, vaarnment Frintihg foice,
Washington, D. C, 20402. S/N 1780-01126 (1973)

C$3.70 - .

A detailed tachnical description -of each
state’s school flnanca schema ‘

' APPENDIX F

SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY RESOURCES FOR
. FIESEAFIGHF’

Scma rasagrch has been done In Suutharn
states, notably North and Sofith Carolina, to’
ostablish .the extent of’ oxisting inequitios and
tost out the consequences of difforent kinds of
Bhnngos C)ther statos- may want to sponsor
simllar research, oither through the stato educa-

tion agoncy or through university groups. Tho -

followlng list of Southern acadomic rosources
‘ )

.',/',

_Also dns- L

Y



indicates where individuals antisdepartments are
- that are familiar with the subject;

1. The University.of Alabsma
Bureau of Educational Services |
and Research Dr. Vaughn‘A
College of Education LaCombe
: Uﬁiversity, AL 35485 Dr. Faul G Orr

: -vnde services to the school systems aﬁd boardé -

of ‘education threughout the State of Alabama
" and (2) to stimulate research in areas of com-
man concern, s resources consist primarily of

College of Education faculty who are aSsigned

to the Bureau on a réleased-time basis. e

-Recént Bureau projects have, lncluded'studies_,; e
inthe area of local school dIStFIGt ‘budgeting and ’

accoummg systems

2. Gla?ero!legé
Southern Center fgr Public
- Policy
Atlanta Georgia SD:314
404-522-8770 )

Duke University
Law School
Durham, N.C. 27706

“Familiar with; subject of schoof : fmaﬂc;e ln

Jgeneral and N.C. in. partu:ular

4, University of Florida
- College of Education
Gainesville, Florida 32601

Kern Alexander
K. Forbis Jordan

-5 FlondaStateUmversaty o
" Professor of Educational® °

Admlmstratlon
“Dlrector anA and F‘hD Ievel pr@grams in
school finance and school fiscal management.”
6. University of Georgia o )

Banking and Finance Dept.
GCollege of Business
Athens, Georgla 30601

“The college of Business has several tac—ulty'. .

members who have ‘expérience In.contract re-

search and professional publications in thE area .

of school finance .
7. University cf Gaorgin

- Institute of Gavarnmnnt

Tarrell Hall "

Athans, Gaorg'in , Dr. C. David Blllings
“Tho Instituto of Governmont conducts resoarch
in the area of proporty tax financing of publig
oducation, court decision related to school

FE 1

Q '

Robert Kronley

s DBtsyLevm

- Dr F(obert J. Garvue

Dr. Dcmald Escarraz -
‘Dr.. Charles Clement .- , .

a. South Carolina Gonﬁmgnity

: Dr. Jahn B. Lagler B
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finance, *and the relationship between school
finance and-achievement. The Institute of Gov-

erhment has the resomces to conduct semmaré

Y

8. Georgla State University %
William H. Wilken

Political Science Dept.
Atlanta, Georgla 30303

“Extensive fiscal ‘data and relat 1 mf@rmatloﬁ .
. for Connecticut,
‘Pennsylvania, and. Vlrgmla Also fiscal snnula—

MaSSﬁQhUSEua, Mlnnesota
tion programs for computer analysis”

: Dewey H. Stollar
* Kenneth Tapn&r

9. University of Tennessee
' Dept. of Educational
- Administration .
Rm 221 Henson Hall - R
- Knoxville, Tenn. - ' :

“Development of State anr’num FoundatnonA

PrOQram Evaluation of state and local tax pro-
grams

10. University of Texas .
~ L.aw School
2500 Red River-
Austin Texas

Mark Yudof

“Co-Counsel for Rcdnguaz Vs - San Antonio
-+ litigation; Author of Equal Educalmnal Gpparturi-;
" ity and the cnﬁﬁ -

APF’ENDIX G-
HELPFUL AGENGIES

In addition to the Southern Regional Council
itself, a number of national and regidnal agen-

cies are prepared to give help to citizens or

- grams; Development of Municipal Bond pro-: "

groups who are mterested |n school finance

reform:
o S T
1.- American Friends Service
Committea ’,
' Southaastern Public

Education Program

Winifred Green

. 52 Falrlia Straat N. W ¢ - o [

' 404-523- -6629

‘Relations Program
Room 401, Columbla

Building ‘
Columbia, &, C,29201

Y

" b. Alabama Community

Relations Program
125 Washington Building,
" Suite 214 ’
Mcntgomary. Alnbnma 38104

Hayes Mizall
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3. Educatlonal Finance and

“Staff works ih Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi, ~ :

Louisiana, and South Carolina with parents, stu-
dents, teachers, and community groups towards

the goal of quahty mtegrated publlc sc:hoc:l sysa“:

tems.”

(2. C‘.hlldren 5 Defense Fund
N Wsshmgt@n Research F’[GJEGt '
1763 "R" Street, N. W. - Cynthia Erowrl
Washmgtan D. C. 20009
”C D. F rs a pubhc interest and chlld advc:q:ar:y

propasals pragrams and polu:les méludmg the
fmancmg 3f\§ijuc:at|c3h :

Joel S. Berke,
- {Governante Program . Director
Syracuse University Researéh
Cc&rporatlon -
1527 New 'Hampshire
Avenue, N. W.
Washlngton D. C. 20036
“A source-of numerous projects and publlca-
hons on sc:hc‘)ol fmance reform .

4. Lawyers Committee fcxr le thhts .
underlaw = .1
, School Flnam:e PFGJECt
- 520 Woodward Eundmg
«Wsshmgton D C. 20005

=

- Ann Rosewater N

N = evaluatlans "prIDF 1

sqpport for SGhDGI flnance réfarm htlgatluﬁ deal=
ing with inter- and intra-district resource alloca-
tion suits, including ‘Title 1 comparablhty The
project has four staff attorneys in its Washlng-
ton, D. C office.”

5 League of Women Voters
Education Fund
1730 “M” Street, N. W. v S
Washington, D. C,, - SRR

Alice Kinkead -

. The Hurnan Hesaurces Dapartment has a grant .
'to_sponsor citizen education projects on educa-:, -
-, tion fmance refarm in four: stateg o .

6. Texans for Educational, B :
" Excellence .. Dr. Jose A. Cardenas
. 2t4 Dwyer, Suite’ ags Yoo S
.8an Antomo Texaﬁézm

.

" Research and .dissemination—on publlc school -
' -fmanc:e :

;.-:‘ ..

s ER BFIENED

7. The Urban Institute

2100 “M" Street, N. W

‘Th|5 ncnproht nongavernmerﬂal research or- -
ganization completed a number of studies and
"--’the Rodnguez court de-’
i schodl ex- .

_ :pendltures and analyzmg imp Cts of -various
" reform measures being .proposed.”




